




























Submitted in partial fulfillment of the 
requirements for the degree of Doctor of Education in 



































POWER DYNAMICS IN THREE CASES OF PARTICIPATORY ARTWORKS 
Jihyun Kim 
 
This research investigates how power dynamics function in three cases of participatory 
art, each created by a different artist. Participatory art (PA) is understood as art whose physical 
or visual properties are shaped or altered by the viewers’ engagement. The study responds to the 
fact that discourses on PA often refer to the emancipation of participants. Rooted in concepts 
from Foucauldian biopolitics, the research also assumes that PA inevitably involves a 
distribution of power among artists and participants, which often vacillates between cultivation 
and instrumentalization. 
Data for this qualitative, multi-case study were collected through interviews with the 
three artists and with three viewers of each studied work. The researcher’s memories of her 
participatory experiences in the studied artworks, captured in a journal, were also considered as 
data. 
Detailed narrative findings illustrate how artists’ and viewers’ positions in relation to 
particular works are never detached from the art systems that frame them. Yet, these positions 
are not necessarily static and can shift in significant ways. Therefore, the balance between 
cultivation and instrumentalization can change from work to work, from participant to 
participant, and from situation to situation. The study shines a light on the potential of critical 
reflection, enacted once artists and viewers “step out” of the work, for realizing, questioning, and 
critiquing the conditions of participatory artworks. The researcher suggests that it is in such 
 
reflective spaces that awareness of one’s power within a work, and the emancipation that 
follows, are more likely to occur.
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I – Introduction 
Background to the Problem 
After experiencing higher art education in Korea, the United States, and Europe, 
including graduate schools, artist residencies, and art projects, it has been important for me to 
find and understand my position and role as an artist. It is closely associated with what kinds of 
educational and social goals are imposed on me. My school experiences in art middle school and 
high school in Korea focused more on “acquiring the skills” of the specific medium, which asked 
students to practice and be good at dealing with the artistic medium. Once in higher education, I 
found the pedagogical emphasis for artists overwhelmingly focused on “finding my place, 
meaning, and relating myself within contemporary discourses” rather than being skillful at art 
media. This pedagogical goal has fostered my interest and desire in investigating the meaning, 
role, and position of the artist within the context of art in contemporary society. Accordingly, the 
concept of “being an artist” has been important in the process of settling my identity as an artist, 
and searching and exploring the meaning of art and the artist’s role have been essential in both 
my research and practice. 
I started to think and question my position as an artist through my project. I was inspired 
by the idea of artist Joseph Beuys, “Jeder Mensch ein Künstler” [Every person (is) an artist] 
(1972), and it made me inquire what makes one an artist and what distinguishes an artist and 
non-artist. One of the projects I performed was Do You Need A Doctor? (2012) where I 
pretended that I was a doctor—notifying the potential participants that I was pretending to be a 
doctor to perform the artistic project—and called for participants who wanted daily (health) care, 





qualification and roles of an artist, comparing them with ones of a doctor. If what the artist is 
trying to achieve aligns with Beuys’ agenda “Every person is an artist,” the goal of an artist is to 
make the need of self ultimately null, since if everyone is an artist, there is no need for the artist. 
I found a similarity in the role of a doctor, as the goal of a doctor is to make everyone healthy, 
yet if everyone is healthy there is no need for the doctor. Based on these similarities of self-
nullification through the process of self-identification, for the project I borrowed the metaphor of 
a doctor and sought to enact the adage “an apple a day keeps the doctor away.” A total of six 
people contacted me, giving their names and addresses. I delivered a prescription to them––
starting with an apple and getting variations on the product such as pineapple, walnuts, and 
more—and I had email conversations with the patient-participants every day for a month.  
The patients and I had no acquaintance with one another, and we made contact only via 
email. After a few days of this daily care project, some patients started to ask about the project 
and to talk about their daily lives; thus, I had deeper conversations about the project’s motivation 
and discussed the role of artists and art with some of them. Besides questioning, the ambition I 
had at the beginning of the project was to empower viewers to be able to find meaning from 
daily objects—in this project, it was an apple—and thus my final goal was to let them end up 
realizing their power of meaning-making through the experience of the project. However, as I 
had conversations with participants this thinking changed, as it allowed me to reflect on my setup  
positions. Although what the project was based on and aimed  at was the idea that there is no 
distinction between artists and non-artists, in this project, I initially set up myself as an artist who 
has the ability to empower or quality to empower others, giving an artist a superior position. I 
found the contradiction between my aim and execution of the project. At the same time, 





ambition that I wanted to achieve as an artist. The participants I had conversations with were 
neither interested nor wanted to be or be considered as artists; they were satisfied with being 
viewers.    
This made me face the role and position I am given as an artist, as well as led my interest 
in how one constructs such conditions around roles and positions. The power structures and 
mechanisms that designate an individual’s position and role are examined and further 
investigated in my artistic practice. This tendency in my practice has shaped me to see myself 
not as a maker of art objects, but as a controller who manipulates or facilitates situations within 
which audiences experience confusion. Therefore, my aim has been to lead audiences to question 
how their positions and roles are set up. Also, the practice of participation in artworks, and the 
creation of artworks with participatory elements, has forced me to recognize and question values 
such as participation and equality, which many in today’s democratic society take for granted. 
As seen in this example of my project, I am interested in building and designing 
situations where the viewers can engage and play a role. Thus, a traditional one-way relationship 
between artist–artworks–audiences became unsatisfying for me, and I began to build multiple 
ways of relating to the audiences. I started to wonder what conditions are imposed and given, and 
what would be my own choice made through my free will in terms of art experiences, including 
both art-making and art-looking. More specifically, the changed position of audiences from 
passive receivers to active participants and newly adapted ideas of contemporary art has made 
me question my own position and role as an artist. Since the presence and the engagement of 
audiences are among the essential elements in my works, they have been an important 
consideration in my art-making process. It is inevitably related to positioning practices, in which 





positions of artists and viewers are set up, and thus question the power relations between them, 
as well as the elements that influence these roles, positions, and relations.  
As described above, since I have trained as an artist since I was eleven years old, I have 
experienced the gap between the ideal concept of art as a platform for creativity, productive 
criticism, and liberal discourses, and the actual execution under the institutional systems and 
bureaucratic structures. I have encountered a similar dilemma in making art. In my opinion, the 
ideal goal of making viewers participate in my project, Do You Need A Doctor? (2012) was not 
intended to manipulate, but rather to empower viewers. However, the actual practices fell short 
of their aims, since I, the artist, was the one who positioned viewers as participants and design 
the structure of the works how participants can play their roles within the project. It has led me to 
investigate the hidden meaning and intention of the act of participation, which is one of the core 
values in democratic societies. Accordingly, playing and designing the power mechanisms and 
power relations with the audience(s), which vacillate between the ideas of care and manipulation, 
have been significant aspects of my art practices and research.  
With these interests, I have made artworks examining the concepts of participation and 
the execution of its power mechanisms. Through this, I question the concept of participation and 
the positions of participants, as well as my position as an artist. For example, in my 2018 solo 
show, Under the Floor, at the Art Space O, I transformed the gallery into a space where, using 
interactive light and a sound installation, the audience members were automatically positioned as 
performers. Through this setting, I questioned and examined whether viewers participate with 
their free will or whether they are situated to perform certain expected roles set by the artist—





I also conducted the research for my qualifying paper focusing on how three artists have 
built relationships with viewers through their practices, as well as altered their positions as 
artists. In the research, I focused on their perspectives pertaining to the concepts of audiences 
and participation, as well as strategies and devices they used to make their works participatory, 
and their positions as a creator of their own works and as an audience member for other’s 
artworks.  
These experiences in art-making and research guided me to the inquiries of how these 
relationships and positions are built and what influenced them. It is also closely associated with 
my stance and attitude as an artist and educator. The way I designed the power mechanisms and 
power relations has influenced my way of looking at the world and making artworks, as well as 
my teaching and learning. Art-making, art-looking, and living life are all part of my process of 
understanding myself, others, and society. In summation, these inquiries in artistic practices and 
research have been critical for me in forming my identity as an artist, as well as a member of a 
society that I am consistently questioning.   
Problem Statement 
Changing Relationships: Blurring the Boundaries Between an Artist and an 
Audience 
“Jeder Mensch ein Künstler” [Every person (is) an artist], Beuys’ well-known phrase, is 
widely accepted in contemporary art practices (1972). What Beuys means by the words “artist” 
and “art” is not necessarily how they are denoted in the profession that is specifically tied to the 
art world. Instead, his idea of being an artist and making art is about creativity as “an innate 
human capacity that can be exercised in infinite numbers of ways” (Gyorody, 2014, p. 123). 





people’s “revolutionary potential of creativity [that] enables to re-image the society” (Gyorody, 
2014, p. 130). He envisioned art as a concept that embraces more than it used to. Whereas in the 
past, art imposed more significance on the training of skills and craft for specific media, such as 
painting and sculpture, in contemporary art, it is frequently assumed that new sets of skills and 
knowledge are continuously required according to the new trends and technologies (Helguera, 
2011). For Beuys, art is an instrument to achieve the transformation of the individual and the 
society. 
Along with the expanded notions of art and artist instigated by Beuys, for some 
contemporary artists, the passively consuming audience became a thing of the past: In their view, 
today’s audience is always active (in a non-trivial sense), or the contents of the works are always 
polysemic, as they are open to the audience’s interpretation (Evans, 1990; Morley, 1993). The 
positions, roles, and the expectations of viewers have thus changed. According to Russian 
philosopher Mikhail Bakhtin, among others, not only the artist, but the spectator has a 
responsibility to actively engage in the artwork (Haladyn & Jordan, 2009). In much 
contemporary art, the acts of creation and appreciation are likely to interconnect, and are thus 
difficult to distinguish from one another, since art becomes a meaning-making activity rather 
than the production of actual objects. According to art critic Arthur C. Danto (1996/1997), the 
history of art, as an activity to create visual objects, has ended, and art has entered into the realm 
of philosophy. Conceptual artist Joseph Kosuth (1969) said that “[The only role for an artist at 
the time] was to investigate the nature of art itself” and “Art invites us to intellectual 
consideration, and that not for the purpose of creating art again, but for knowing philosophically 
what art is” (as cited in Danto, 1996/1997). With the changes of the position of viewers and the 





extending and changing. Boris Groys (1999), the art critic, media theorist, and philosopher, 
insisted that “in our time [the] artist has disappeared as a unique individual creator but at the 
same, he has re-emerged as the subjects of the aristocratic gaze, as the exemplary consumer [of 
art production]” (p. 100). Groys (1999) has also argued that the avant-garde, which internalized 
the philosophical critique of art, has tried to erase “the aesthetic distance between the artwork 
and its spectator” (p. 88).  
Moreover, as “participation” becomes a new way of making and experiencing art, in 
many cases the traditional relationship between artist and audience has changed. The expected 
role of artist is no longer simply “creating an artwork that is experienced by a spectator after it 
has been created” but, instead is “producing works of art in virtual partnership with the 
spectator” (Haladyn & Jordan, 2009, p. 3). The art historian Claire Bishop (2004) explained that 
while in the past the aesthetic experience occurred in “the privatized space of individual 
consumption,” art today tends to be more collective and social (p. 54). Bishop (2004) articulated 
the history of artworks facilitating the act of participation, pointing out that current art trends 
emphasizing the relation or participation show “a direct response to the shift from goods to a 
service-based economy” (p. 54). 
The positions and the roles of artists and viewers are also susceptible to changes in the 
understanding of art. In many cases, art today no longer ties to properties such as a materiality 
and visibility. Instead, qualities such as site-specificity, time-sensitivity, and non-perceptuality1 
have come to be the properties of art. These new characteristics of art make “how to experience” 
more significant than “what to experience.” To be more specific, to experience art, according to 
several theorists and art practitioners, it is regarded that the attitude of the beholder is more 
                                                        
1 The word “non-perceptuality” in this context indicates that the experiences of artworks are not shaped necessarily 





important than the qualities of the objects to be evaluated. For instance, appreciation has 
transited from aesthetic judgment to the aesthetic attitude for aesthetic experiences (Fenner, 
2003). The “aesthetic attitude” can also be explained in the vein of “attention,” as the artist Allan 
Kaprow (2003) has noted, in how “paying attention changes the things attended to” (p. 195). 
When one “pays attention” to the where, what, why, and how one accommodates one’s 
experiences, one can “be aware of” the meaningful and special moments in one’s surroundings. 
In other words, this awareness enables one to “recognize” and thus “create” and “appreciate” 
meanings from things. It also facilitates the possibilities of one realizing one’s own power of 
appreciation, which in turn indicates that one can create meanings and relations. Thus, the 
attention paid blurs the line between artist and non-artist, as well as the boundary between the act 
of creation and appreciation. 
All forms of art can involve active viewer participation—for example, participation can 
happen through the engagement of viewers’ mental and emotional processes in response to a 
painting, sculpture or photograph. Therefore, notions of participatory art can differ depending on 
how one defines participation. However, in this study, the term participatory art is limited to art 
forms of where viewers’ engagement is instrumental to shaping or altering the physical and 
visual properties of the work, even if momentarily.  
In summation, as explored, much PA—with its practices of engaging viewers through 
participation, collaboration, and interaction—has been involved with questioning and testing out 
the conventional positions and roles of audiences. In traditional art, a spectator, an artist, and the 
work of art were able to exist as separate entities. Nowadays, in art practices that engage 
viewers, they exist through an intertwined mechanism. In this mechanism, the works cannot exist 





in many PA practices, the distinctions between the artwork, an artist, and an audience have 
blurred and changed. These practices of viewer engagement bring up questions related to 
democratic values such as freedom, equality, and participation, in which we believe, or, at the 
very least, in which we are supposed to believe. 
Changing Relationships Among Participants: A Dilemma of Participatory Artworks 
and Their Politics 
Hermeneutic points of view suggest that the spectator’s perception and experience are 
part of the art because they value the individual’s ability to contemplate and interpret the works 
of art (Wesseling, 2017). However, with artworks where audience participation results in actual 
physical changes to the works, the meaning of participation is no longer limited to the spectator’s 
interpretation of the art object. To “participate,” especially in the case where participants are 
physically engaged and involved, the “physical presence” of the audience is essential for the 
completion of the work. Such works—works of participatory art (PA)—are the focus of this 
research. Participation in this sense can include several forms of activities including 
performance, collaboration, interaction, and more, as the work requires the involvement of 
viewers that alters its physical and visual properties.  
In such forms of PA, the ways power operates may differ from the traditional forms of 
art; if in traditional forms of art, the artwork would exist by itself, in the form of PA, participants 
are essential for the art’s existence. Due to the characteristics of participatory works, where 
audiences can be transformed as part of works, events, or performances, it seems the power 
(re)distribution for participants is broadly in practice.  
Along with participation which involves viewers’ engagement, aims such as empowering 





properties of PA and its politics. Therefore, power redistribution in PA is related to the idea of 
emancipation and empowerment as this redistribution aims viewers to realize that they have the 
power to act rather than stay passive. In this dissertation, the politics of PA—how the power is 
operated in the case of particular artworks—is heavily discussed. 
Although PA works have the aim of empowering viewers and thus they can be 
understood as the device for giving powers to viewers, the power structure of art and its 
mechanism also sometimes position art as a helplessly arrogant entity and an inexorably ironic 
discipline. For instance, I participated in the project AND… AND… AND… at Kassel Documenta 
(13), which aimed to build an anti-capitalist community and to enable all members of the 
community to be equal. However, I experienced the community as unable to avoid social 
hierarchy because Documenta’s position as a famous international art event inevitably subjects it 
to the entertainment and tourism industries, which are under the power mechanism of capitalism. 
This project proved Beuys’ argument that, since the system is already working inside of 
capitalism, no ideology can be free from subjection to the capitalistic system (Milder, 2011). In 
other words, ironically, the nature of the international art event today made the project a place to 
show power relations between each participant, and also to reveal Kassel Documenta (13)’s 
underlying capitalistic power structures. It commoditized the concept of “anti-capitalism” 
without the acknowledgment of its actual implications.  
In artworks where the practice of participation and empowerment—which involves 
power (re)distribution through repositioning viewers to be participants—are considered to be 
essential, an ironic self-disguise can also be found. There are many cases of contemporary art 
situations that function as a power authority, controlling and manipulating their members under 





forced to be active under the power mechanisms of PA? The tendency of PA to empower 
audiences is, in fact, built on a sophisticated scheme to cover its inherent power hierarchy in 
order to potentially guide, instruct, and––going further––to discipline them. Therefore, 
contemporary artists whose practices aim to empower or emancipate viewers find it hard to avoid 
the irony between their initial intention and the actual execution. This irony often reveals the 
politics of art, and also functions to show the inherent tension in art, between its aim as a 
platform for the creation of liberal, critical, and self-reflective thinking, and its reality as an 
institutionalized discipline. As an artist who questions these power politics and relational 
mechanisms, I have a dilemma in how I position myself to accommodate and design artworks 
with participatory and collaborative elements with or without the power disguise. Further, the 
biggest question I have lies in how to use the ironic disguisement of art as a tool to bring 
productive criticism and facilitate meaningful experiences of participation. With these interests 
in mind, I explore the following research questions.  
Research Question 
Given that participatory art is (1) tied to democratic practices, attempts to reposition 
spectators as performing participants, and (2) in alignment with ideas of empowerment and 
emancipation, which involve power dynamics, how do power mechanisms function in 
participatory artworks by three artists? 
•       What is the artists’ perception of (1) the values of participatory art and their role as artists 
and (2) the role of participants in their work? 






•       In what ways is power distribution enacted in artworks? 
•       How, if at all, do participants gain new knowledge/understanding/insights/perspectives 
through their experience in participatory artworks?   
Limitations of the Study 
           This study investigates three cases of artworks that have the elements of audience 
engagement. There are several limitations in this study that to be considered: the pools of 
artworks studied, settings, and potential biases. Also, the settings of the study area bounded by 
several conditions, such as the accessibility of the researcher, the timelines for the study, and the 
characteristics of the works.  
Furthermore, I, as a researcher, am an instrument who collects and analyzes information 
for this study. Since it is qualitative research, the research is inevitably influenced by my 
subjectivities. For example, the research questions reflect my thoughts and experiences of PA 
practices, and are thus not free from my personal biases. It could affect the data from the study 
participants, as I am the one who organizes and accommodates the data collection, including 
recruiting the participants and interviewing them. For example, through the way I asked 
questions and my attitudes, although I tried to be as open as possible, my views could have 
naturally revealed themselves, and thus potentially influenced participants’ answers. The 
limitations of this research have been further elaborated in the Methodology Chapter.  
Aims of the Study 
As this paper started from the questions I have both as an artist and as a viewer, in 





create and engage in PA, as it contributes to diverse perspectives in understanding PA practices 
and their mechanisms. Often, in participatory artworks, viewers are positioned as participants, 
which defeats the original intention to empower viewers. In other words, it seems like the 
viewers are exploited under sophisticatedly planned manipulative mechanisms to fulfill the 
artist’s mission of the viewers’ emancipation. The ambition of emancipation and empowerment 
in art and education can easily accompany the contradiction in its operation, as it functions as 
care and manipulation at the same time, as does biopower (see Bishop, 2004, 2006c; Foucault, 
2008). As will become apparent, the literature review in Chapter II suggests that art created with 
viewers’ engagement in mind can be a good place to question the power mechanisms that exist 
within democratic conditions, such as participation and equality through the practice of 
positioning and repositioning. I also anticipate this study will be beneficial for educators and 
students to see how their positions and roles are taken and built, as there are similarities between 
the power politics in PA and those in education.  
Conceptual Framework 
This study will rely on Foucauldian ideas about the mechanisms of power in democratic 
societies. According to French philosopher Michel Foucault, power is deeply bound up with our 
lives and operates differently depending on the modes of politics (Blencowe, 2012; Foucault, 
2000, 2019). There are different types of political powers identified by Foucault––sovereign 
power, biopower, and disciplinary power––and their aims correspond to societal systems.  
Sovereign power does not allow the public dissensus and generates “subordinate 
subjects” through repression, censorship, and prohibition (Lilja & Vinthagen, 2014, p. 112). 





Vinthagen, 2014, p. 119). The interest of biopolitics concerns production and cultivation of the 
life of human beings, and thus it controls biological life for the purpose of demographic 
administration (Blencowe, 2012; Foucault, 1976/1990, 1979/2008; Lewis, 2009; Rancières, 
2013). Disciplinary power, for Foucault, is the power to economize and optimize the individual 
body, and thus train, monitor, and manage the biological traits of individuals to utilize them in a 
way fit the societal purposes (Da Costa & Philip, 2010; Foucault, 1975/2012). Both biopolitics 
and discipline are techniques of normalization and economize human beings to be useful, but 
while biopolitics is, according to Foucault, “a politics of life” which regulates, fosters, and 
secures “autogenetic and autonormative process” of a population, discipline is “a politics of 
individual living bodies” through the imposition of norms (as cited in Blencowe, 2012, pp. 60- 
61). While biopolitics concern the biological lives of human beings, discipline cares about how 
to adapt human beings into the societal system. The operation of biopower can be contradictory, 
since it is a way to protect and thus to control, and discipline is also a power that has 
contradictory mechanisms, as it controls the individual while helping them to be safe in the 
societal system. Thus, under the ideas of biopolitics and discipline, manipulation and 
instrumentalization can pair with the ideas of fostering and cultivation.  
In contrast to sovereign power, which relies on absolute state power, power in democratic 
societies seems to care more about the rights of man; however, it still is inseparable from 
governmentality, which controls the life of human beings. This gives rise to the ideas of 
cultivation and production of human beings and societies (Blencowe, 2012; Rancière, 2009, 
2013). The Foucauldian notion of power and its mechanisms, especially ones that juggle between 
the executions of control and the idea of care, such as disciplinary power and biopower, are the 





power has operated in different ways, can be useful sources and provide underlying meaning in 
investigating and understanding the power mechanisms in PA.  
While setting up Foucault as a keystone, the framework of this study is also influenced by 
other theories stemming from Foucault's notion of power and politics. These theories will help to 
bridge the ideas of politics, aesthetics, and education, as well as to look at the power mechanisms 
in participatory art from different points of view.   
In this research, I will borrow French philosopher Jacque Rancière’s vision to articulate 
and develop the ideas and aims of PA and its mechanism. One of the fundamental ideas 
grounded in PA is to challenge the notion of conventional art: that viewers are passive receivers 
and the binary between viewing and acting. Rancière (2008/2009b) offers the vision of equality 
in intelligence through the active interpretation of works of art by the audiences, bringing up the 
idea of emancipation, or “the blurring of borders between those who act and those who look” 
(Wesseling, 2017, p. 10). His interest is not in transforming viewers into actors. He focuses on 
the realization that “every spectator is already an actor in her story” (Rancière, 2014, p.17). 
According to Rancière, emancipation starts when people realize that “looking also is an action 
which confirms or modifies that distribution [of the sensible], and that “interpreting the world” is 
already a means of transforming it, of reconfiguring it” (Ruitenberg, 2011, p. 217). The power of 
each spectator has is the capacity to digest what one perceives in a unique way, which is what 
Rancière emphasizes. Also, this is ultimately what PA wants to achieve, letting viewers realize 
their power to create their own stories. This can potentially be carried out through the process of 
emancipation—the practices of translation and interpretation—which this study will examine 





Along with Ranciére’s thinking, Chantal Mouffe’s political vision will be referred to in 
support of this study. Mouffe tries to clarify the differences concerning the initiation of the 
discourses of liberalism and democracy. She analyzes the ironies of liberal democracy dealing 
with the matters of power and politics, suggesting the importance of conflict and confrontation 
by citing agonistic pluralism, in which the conflicts created by diversity are understood as “not 
[to] be one between ‘enemies’ but among “adversaries” (Mouffe, 2000a, 2000b, p.75, 2001, 
2009). Emphasizing the importance of diversity and differences, Mouffe (2000a, 2000b, 2009) 
suggests agonistic pluralism as a model for democracy. While supporting the importance of 
antagonism in democratic society, Mouffe (2001) also says that agonistic pluralism would be 
better politics for adversarial relations, since its distinction lies more with us/them rather than the 
friend/enemy relations that antagonism implies. According to Mouffe, agonistic struggle is “the 
core of a vibrant democracy” (Mouffe, 2000b, 2007, p. 3). From this perspective, dissensus is a 
key practice for a better politics in art (Mouffe, 2007). Based on Rancière’s reading, equality, 
one of the democratic values PA aims for by making viewers to creators, is a vital prerequisite of 
dissensus (Tanke, 2011). Mouffe (2007) further explains that “critical art is art that foments 
dissensus, that makes visible what the dominant consensus tends to obscure and obliterate” (p. 
4). At the same time, the power mechanisms of dissensus can be also understood in accordance 
with Foucault’s biopolitical production where “the creation of a resistance culture is parallel to 
biopower and governmentality (Lilja & Vinthagen, 2014, p.20). While Mouffe takes dissensus as 
evidence and ideal practice for democracy, Foucault understands it as another symptom of the 
power operation under the democratic system. These political points of view will be borrowed to 





Overview of Chapters 
This dissertation is composed of the six chapters: I. Introduction, II. Review of the 
Literature, III. Methodology, IV. Findings, V. Cross-case Analysis and Discussion, and VI. 
Implication for Practice and Research.  
The first chapter deals with the context of research questions: It presents the background 
of the problem and the reasons why this study would be meaningful. It starts from my personal 
experiences, which triggered the problem and established my study’s grounded relationship with 
the fields of art, education, and politics. The second chapter reviews the literature, discussing the 
meanings and practices of PA from different perspectives, as well as the sources to help 
understand its mechanisms and values from the perspectives of art, education, and politics. 
Chapter III presents the methodology conducted in this study, presenting the reasons why that 
specific design of methodology was adopted. Also, the role of the researcher in this study is 
explained, along with the methods of data collection, data analysis, and delimitations of the 
study. Chapter IV details the findings in the cases of the three artworks studied, which draws 
upon data from artist interviews, viewer interviews, and my experiences with the works of art. 
The cross-case analysis and discussion of the data are presented in Chapter V, where findings are 
considered in association with the literature review. Chapter VI presents the educational 











II – REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The purpose of this literature review is to explore the theoretical grounds of participatory 
art and investigate its aesthetic, political, and educational perspectives and discourses. In this 
dissertation PA means the forms of art that heavily rely on collective practices, such as 
participation, interaction, and/or collaboration, which premise viewers’ engagements. 
There is extensive literature dealing with art that has participatory aspects, as well as its 
elements from different fields and focuses of interests, but a lack of research that 
comprehensively explores the subject matters from a political perspective, primarily through the 
lenses of power operations such as biopolitics and discipline. In this review, I investigate 
different sets of scholarly works to build bridges between art, politics, and education under the 
political conditions where participation in artworks is no longer chosen, but imposed and 
required. 
As explored in the theoretical framework, the term “biopolitics,” first coined by French 
philosopher Michel Foucault in 1976, refers to the politics consisting of social and political 
power over human life by an administration (Foucault, 1979/2008; Rancière, 2013). According 
to sociologist Claire Blencowe (2011), Foucauldian biopolitical power is “not simply 
exploitative, but is also fostering, caring, securing” (p. 62). While biopolitics administrates life, 
discipline is the power to regularize individuals. Both have similar operational mechanisms; 
which work as control and as care at the same time. In this study, the concepts of biopolitics and 





means to understand the power dynamics present in the practice of art with participatory 
elements (further detailed in the fourth section). 
In this review have organized the discussion within five themes: (1) Changing Notions 
About Viewers; (2) Discussions About Viewers’ Engagement in Participatory Art; (3) Political 
Dimension of Participation in Art; (4) Operation and Distribution of Power in Participatory 
Practices; and (5) Parallels Between Power in Participatory Art and Education. 
The first theme focuses on the changing perspectives and expectations about the role and 
the position of audiences, which is the fundamental condition of PA since it premises viewers’ 
new roles and positions as participants rather than passive receivers. I review this theme through 
the critical theories in diverse forms of art, including theater, music, poetry, and visual art, to 
investigate how conditions today have transformed audiences into participants. The second 
theme explores the aesthetic discussions focusing on relational aesthetics and relational 
antagonism, examining PA from different perspectives. In the third theme, I view PA through 
today’s political concerns and social structures, such as democracy and liberalism, and how the 
practice of art has dealt with these political and social conditions. The fourth theme will focus on 
power structures and dynamics in general and at the same time which can be connected to the 
practices of PA. In this section, the power which is practiced, tested, and examined in relation to 
the concepts of biopolitics and discipline is discussed. Lastly, in the fifth section, I explore the 
pedagogical issues of participation in the practices of art, with educational elements examined 





Changing Notions About Viewers 
As society and its ideologies have changed, ideas about the position and role expected 
from art spectators today is different from those of the past, and the notion of spectatorship has 
also transformed. In this literature review section, I will review the scholarly works dealing with 
the changes in thinking regarding the conditions of spectatorship and repositions of audiences in 
art practices and see how they can be applied to PA practices. Various theoretical ideas exploring 
the relation between artists, works of art, and audiences, which is central in PA experiences, will 
also be reviewed. The theorists suggest ways of understanding these newly constructed, adapted, 
and/or magnified concepts around the conditions of audiences in PA, as it brings up new 
qualities and forms that contemporary art focuses on, such as time-based, site-specific, 
collaborative, interactive, participatory, or situational concepts. 
There have been changes in the perception of how to understand the positions and roles 
of spectators. Traditionally, audiences have been regarded as observers, opposites of 
actors/creators. According to Danto (1996), since the Renaissance the artwork has existed as it is, 
and the role of an artist as a producer has been focused and defined. In such a dualistic model of 
art creation and appreciation, where viewers are positioned as passive receivers while artists are 
producers, the role of the artists is more focused while the role of the audience is not highlighted. 
During the Renaissance, the only role of the spectators was as an observer who was supposed to  
have an appropriate attitude open to contemplating the artist’s intended message (Berleant, 
2010).  
Political theorist Hannah Arendt (1958) also emphasizes the dualistic model of artists and 
viewers. However, she maintains the importance of the spectators, and thus she still places 





from the outside. According to her, the role of onlooking spectators as observers (Zuschauer) is 
more important than that of the actors (Akteure); spectators remain on the outside looking in, and 
their position on the outside of a situation/performance enables them to see the whole, as they are 
not insiders (Arendt, 1958). Arendt (1958) continues that by making and sharing their judgments 
about the situation/performance with actors, spectators make the real communication that offers 
the opportunity to improve the situation/performance. Arendt’s theory on human activities and 
their positions might be understood as to how spectators remain on the side of vita-
contemplativa (“contemplative life”), while actors remain on the side of vita-activa (“active 
life”). In other words, the significance of audiences as onlooking outsiders implies a distinction 
between in (acting) and out (spectating), which detaches spectators from the action. She makes 
the point that viewers who seem to be passive receivers are essential, since they can play vita-
contemplativa. From her perspective, viewers are not any more unimportant because of their 
position of being passive and inactive since their perspectives from outside can be valuable 
sources for feedback. Furthermore, philosopher Ágnes Heller (1987a), an expert in Arendt’s 
theory, interpreted the judgment of the spectators “mediat[ing] between vita-
contemplativa and vita-activa . . . ,” as “. . . not the kind of judgment spectators pass in action, 
but the one they pass on action” (p. 286, italics added), which also values the role of viewers as 
outside onlookers.  
On the other hand, in other recent thought on spectator role and position, numerous 
theorists have considered the role of audiences as more active creative partakers of action and 
production, focusing on their creative power. These theorists define creation in different senses, 
and thus reconstruct the positions of artists, the works of art, and viewers. For instance, to 





that the Baroque work of art “induces the spectator to shift his position continuously in order to 
see the work in constantly new aspects” that “requires corresponding creativity on his part” 
which recognizes the creative power of viewers rather than just perceiving them as ones who are 
passive receivers or providers of feedback (as cited in Bishop, 2006c, p. 26). Literary theorist 
Roland Barthes (1977/1994) also paid attention to the capacity of viewers to be part of creation 
through “active reception,” while also deconstructing classical criticism and the belief on the 
originality of the text and the power of an author (described in Bishop, 2006c, p. 41). Calling 
attention to the role of viewers, he noted that “a text is not a line of words releasing a single 
‘theological’ meaning (the ‘message’ of the Author-God) but a multi-dimensional space in which 
a variety of writings, none of them original, blend and clash” (Barthes, 1977/1994, p. 146). 
These points of view suggest that works of art are entities separated from the intention of the 
artist, focusing more on the viewers’ subjective experiences and capacity to appreciate and/or 
interpret.  
In his book Art as Experience, Educational theorist John Dewey (1934/2005) also 
emphasized the importance of viewers’ individuality that can create the experience; according to 
him, “[t]he work of art is complete only as it works in the experience of others than the one who 
created it” (p. 110) and “… as a work of art, it is recreated every time it is aesthetically 
experienced” (p. 113). This point of view that the subjectivity of viewers is valued while also 
refusing the passivity of spectators is still valid and resonates in reader-response theories (Fish, 
1970, Iser, 1972, Rosenblatt, 1968). Also echoing Dewey, in her recent book The Perfect 
Spectator, art theorist Janneke Wesseling (2017) focuses on the experience of painting. She 
develops her theory by building on the German tradition of hermeneutics, which mainly 





artwork and the spectator’s perception forms the aesthetic object, which she explains as an 
experience of art not referring to the artwork itself (Wesseling, 2017). Basing her argument on 
the idea of reception aesthetic, she noted the importance of spectator’s participation and 
interaction with the artwork “by constructing it [work] in her experience” (Wesseling, 2017, p. 
54). 
Similar to the theorists who stressed the capacity of viewers, in The Emancipated 
Spectator, French philosopher Jacque Rancière (2008/2009b) also emphasized the significance 
of the audience’s active interpretation, personalized translation, and the creation of one’s own 
story as part of a spectators power and the beginning of a sort of spectator emancipation. He 
examined the roles of spectators and actors––both excluded in Wesseling’s theoretical 
argument––in contemporary theater, and considered the given images and conditions as 
seduction of spectators, from which they should be emancipated (Rancière, 2008/2009b). The 
emancipation happens, according to Rancière (2008/2009b), when audiences switch their 
positions from passive voyeurs to active participants by realizing their power to interpret. 
Therefore, he explained, it is crucial to blur the boundaries between the positions of viewer and 
actor with the understanding that “viewing is also an action that confirms or transforms this 
distribution of positions” (Rancière, 2008/2009b, p. 13). Accordingly, the quality of the spectator 
is not based on passivity or ignorance, which must be transformed into activity or learnedness. 
Ranciére (2008/2009b) noted that this emancipation is to support the heterogeneity that enables 
people to translate and interpret the given story in their own story. In such a condition, the line 
between spectator and actor is dismissed, as he argues “every spectator is already an actor in her 
story; every actor, every man of action, is the spectator of the same story” (Rancière, 





In spite of recognizing spectators as active, these reviewed perspectives remain based on 
the idea that the audience-member is positioned as someone in the receptive position, an outside 
looker, as Arendt explained, and thus can be recognized, activated or emancipated. In addition, 
Groys (2010) talks about a new state where the dualistic model is not valid.  
The division between artists and spectators seemed clear-cut and socially established: 
spectators were the subjects of aesthetic attitude, and artworks produced by artists were 
objects of aesthetic contemplation. But at least since the beginning of the twentieth 
century this simple dichotomy began to collapse. (p. 14) 
 
Groys (2010) further contends that in the condition of contemporary art, especially pieces that 
are site-specific, such as installation works that have time-specific characteristics, such as 
performances and videos, the here and now does not allow a space where one can place the self 
outside of its frame. In fact, according to Groys, viewers are not able to be outside voyeurs, as 
they are already part of the works/situations and thus positioned as active entities, no matter 
whether they intend to or not (Groys, 2010). In other words, as far as a presence – being here and 
now – is required for spectators, they cannot remain as pure observers because they are already 
participants and thus subject to observation rather than remaining as observers from the outside 
(Groys, 2010). In other words, while Arendt’s concept of spectator holds the value of being able 
to locate the self outside, according to Groys’ argument, vita-activa and vita-contemplativa are 
no longer distinguishable from one another according to this new condition of being present in 
here and now given to the audiences.  
Furthermore, in his writing The Artist as an Exemplary Art Consumer (1999), Groys also 
explained the shift of the artists’ position and their newly gained powers over their relationship 
with audiences. He argued that the conditions of the art system today––with the prevalence of 





light by themselves ––evince such powers, as he viewed the power to decide the lighting of the 
museum as today’s artist having control over visitors’ contemplative time (Groys, 1999). If, in 
the past, the spectator could exist separately from the work of art, the fact that he or she is in the 
here and now means the work of art, the artist, and audience cannot exist without each other. 
This perspective that artworks, artists, and viewers are interconnected and coexist was 
developed and actively enacted by Brazilian theater practitioner and political activist August 
Boal, who practiced participatory theater. In his theatrical practice, the presence of the audience 
is the essential element of the situation/action of the stage, and the goal is to make political and 
social changes in real life, because for him, “… theater should be a rehearsal for action in real 
life, rather than an end in itself” (Boal, 1979/2006, p. 6). According to Boal, situating theatrical 
practices is something “actually happening, the people [in there] are real, the incidents are real, 
the reactions are real” (Boal, 1992/2002, p. xxiii). The theater he developed, such as Forum 
Theater, Invisible Theatre, and The Theater of the Oppressed, involve the public as spect-actors 
who play active forms of observation and participation. The theatre takes place in public spaces 
with actors who portray “‘normal’ behaviour within that particular society” to evoke debate 
about the issues and conditions of the real life (Boal, 1992/2002, p. xxiii). In this theatre, 
especially within the theatrical practices called Invisible Theater, which “involves the public as 
participants in the action without their knowing,” any choice is already a form of participation––
even the decision not to participate already involves the participatory element, by making a 
decision about the situation (Boal, 1992/2002, p. xxiii, 1979/2006). Furthermore, according to 
Boal (1992/2002, 1979/2006), all participants are positioned as spect-actors, whether they are 
conscious of it or not. Based on Groys and Boal’s argument and practice, within the conditions 





actor, and they are not necessarily distinguished from each other. They are active and 
participating, although possibly on different levels. 
As reviewed in this section, the dualistic perspective toward artists as producers and 
audiences as consumers, or the dichotomy between artworks as pieces holding messages and 
viewers as those who are passively receiving what is given to them has entered into the level of 
multiplicity, as the role and the position of audiences has become manifold. The legacy of artist 
Joseph Beuys (1972)’ notion that “Every person is an Artist,” which attempted to enact the de-
professionalization of the artist, while artist-ization of the spectators has been extensive in 
practice. With these changed notions of spectatorship, considering participatory art is the active 
practice to reposition viewers into participants, then what, specifically, would be the current/new 
role/positions that are practiced by the artist and viewers today, especially in the form of PA? 
Discussions About Viewers’ Engagement in Participatory Art 
Participation has become an important practice in art. According to Bishop (2006c), the 
physical involvement of spectators and “reduc[ing] the distance between actors and spectators” 
from the practices of avant-garde theatre, visual art, and pedagogy of the 1960s provided the 
model for today’s participatory art, although there is a legacy from 1920s art practices. However, 
compared to 1960s practices, in 1920s PA practices spectatorship was relatively passive (p. 11). 
Viewers’ physical engagement and “the collective dimension of social experience” are essential 
elements of PA practices (Bishop, 2006c, p. 10). Therefore, the new role of viewer of partaker, 
collaborator, producer, and participant, are highlighted in PA. 
As the spectatorship is transformed into participation in PA practices, there are also 





contemporary art have focused on the concept of “relationship,” as the art practices started to 
have the characteristics of bringing people together. Although the pinnacle of such thought 
occurred in the late 1990s and early 2000s, with the historical grounds of art practices  occurring 
through viewers’ physical engagement in the 1960s, it still creates interesting conversations and 
discussions. The book Relational Aesthetics (1998/2002), by the French curator Nicolas 
Bourriaud, describes open-ended art practices where the relationship of participants is created 
through the collective experiences associated within social contexts, such as human relations or 
community engagements: the art practices that accommodate the micro-community such as 
cooking and sharing foods, with enthusiasts such as the artist Rirkrit Trivanija, can be seen in 
works such as Untitled (still) (1992) and running the weekly community gym class in a gallery 
by the artist Christine Hill. Borrowing Bourriaud’s (1998/2002) definition, relational art is “an 
art taking as its theoretical horizon the realm of human interactions and its social context, rather 
than the assertion of an independent and private symbolic space” (p. 14).  
Different theoretical, aesthetical, educational, and political stances and perspectives have 
been developed and posed from Bourriaud’s ideas of relational aesthetics and relational art. 
Educational researcher Claudia W. Ruitenberg (2011) recapped the essential characteristic of 
Bourriaud’s relational aesthetics as “conviviality,” writing that “[i]t is important to note that 
“conviviality,” a word that Bourriaud used repeatedly, suggests friendly rather than conflictual 
relations” (p. 214). The direction of relational art is clear: the viewers are expected to experience 
the present moment within the form of sociability and conviviality by their participation 
(Ruitenberg, 2011). Bourriaud’s relational aesthetic contains the utopian idea that art can show 
us a better way to build relationships and communities. However, the theory is not designed for a 





interaction,” and what it offers are “hands-on utopias” or “micro-utopias” in the present (Bishop, 
2004, pp. 54, 214; Bourriaud, 1998/2002, pp. 9, 70). This microtopian approach, which goes 
along with the formalist perspective heavily focused on the structure concerning about the form 
of bringing people together, has been harshly criticized by opponents of Bourriaud’s relational 
aesthetics. It has been evaluated as naive idealism that fails to reflect or reveal the actual political 
or social relations. 
Bishop constitutes the most significant and influential scholar who raised questions on 
Bourriaud’s relational aesthetic is her (2004) Antagonism and Relational Aesthetics. She 
criticized Bourriaud’s relational art as highlighting the aspects of creating a temporary or utopian 
community, and as “producing interpersonal relations for their own sake,” but “never addressing 
their political aspects” (Bishop, 2004, pp. 67-68). She also argued that Bourriaud’s approach to 
PA failed to consider contexts such as the matter of how, what, and for whom these relations 
have been built (Bishop, 2004). Bourriad’s relational aesthetics, according to Bishop (2004), 
only threw light on the utopian results and provided illusions of moments of excitement and 
togetherness rather than exposing their reality. Bishop (2004) also claimed that Bourriaud’s 
perspective stands on illusive ostrichism by creating moments of reconcilement and by 
empowering participants as unified subjects. She elaborated that her point of view is further from 
the contextualizing projects because there is a political lens: 
[T]he relations set up by relational aesthetics are not intrinsically democratic, as Bourriaud 
suggests, since they rest too comfortably within an ideal of subjectivity as a whole and of 
community as immanent togetherness. (Bishop, 2004, p. 67) 
  
Contrarily, Bishop focused on artworks that create tensions such as the work 160cm Line 
Tattooed on Four People (2000) by the artist Santiago Sierra, paying people to get tattooed for 





the human bodies become the object. Such works, Bishop (2004) argued, position participants as 
divided and incomplete subjects with the “acknowledgment of the limitation of what is possible 
as art and [make them] subjects to scrutiny[of]  all easy claims for a transitive relationship 
between art and society,” and thus deals with the political issues different from the works by 
Trivanija and Hill, which serve food and service for free under the name of art (p. 79). Bishop 
also pointed out that Bourriaud’s attitude toward relational art only describes the form of art 
rather than criticizes it (Allen, 2015, italics added).  
While Bishop criticized the apolitical stances of Bourriaud’s relational aesthetics, art 
historian Grant H. Kester put down Bishop’s perspective, saying she fixated on the boundaries of 
art and kept art in a privileged position, as she distinguishes art from social movement. He also 
criticized Bishop for seeming to build a hierarchy between activist artworks and aesthetic 
projects (Kester, 2006).  
More specifically, like Bishop, Kester was also “hostile to the manner in which forms of 
PA are used to generate ‘social inclusion’” (Bell, 2017). However, Kester distinguished 
collaborative art practices from participatory practices, while Bishop made no such distinction 
(Bell, 2017). According to Kester, whereas collaborative practices start from the bottom and 
move up, participatory practices use the top-down form since collaboration is what people make 
together, while participatory practices are designed and imposed by the artists; therefore, he 
argued, “[t]he collaborator has more agency than the participant and thus, for Kester, such work 
is superior” (Bell, 2017, p. 74).  
On the other hand, in The Social Turn: Collaboration and Its Discontent, Bishop (2006b) 
explored the need for critical perspective for collaborative practices on the basis that 





collectivity and togetherness, while artistic achievement tends not to be considered. In Another 
Turn: A Response to Claire Bishop, Kester (2006) argued that Bishop’s critique seemed to be 
“policing the boundaries of legitimate art practice,” by distinguishing qualified art practices from 
others (p. 22). According to Kester (2006), Bishop advocated aesthetic projects, indirectly 
insinuating politics, “by exposing the limits and contradictions of political discourse itself” over 
directly political motives. Responding to Kester’s critiques of her theoretical points, Bishop 
(2006a) argued that she neither created a binary between art and non-art nor distinguished the 
aesthetic from activism. Bishop (2012) said, PA inevitably accompanies “a double ontological 
status: it is both an event in the world, and at one remove from it” (p. 284). What she did was to 
blur these lines and to provide a basis for antinomy, as her theory is based on Rancière’s 
observations on aesthetics and politics. 
If Bishop’s expectation on the role of PA can be seen as an antagonistic negation, 
Kester’s can be taken as affirmative (Bell, 2017). These positions of two theorists were further 
elaborated and debated in their later publication: Bishop’s Artificial Hells: Participatory Art and 
the Politics of Spectatorship (2012) and Kester’s The One and The Many (2011). From the 
extension of his critique toward Bishop’s relational antagonism, Kester (2011) emphasized the 
need to accept the different perspectives of many, rather than placing one over the others. He 
articulated, based on Kant’s disinterested attitude and aesthetic, that individual judgment goes 
along with “universal validity,” and therefore one’s judgment is not for oneself but for everyone 
(Kester, 2011, p. 28). On the other hand, Bishop (2006c, 2012) argued for the necessity of saying 
whether a participatory project was successful. She also pointed out that, in only focusing on the 
action of participation or collaboration without concerning oneself with what actions occur 





Bishop, it is important to maintain a keen eye to judge the collaborative and participatory project 
through the lens of aesthetics, which has close relationships with politics and ethics (as I noted 
earlier about her criticism of apolitical attitudes).  
For Kester, ethics is also important; however, the matter of ethics is associated with the 
value of collaboration itself. From Kester’s point of view, regardless of its artistic aims, 
collaborative art projects might already gain enough achievement since they make or try to make 
a collaboration happen. Although Bourriaud, Bishop, and Kester differ on the role of PA 
projects, they share the view that ethics and politics are important matters in terms of evaluating 
its aesthetics, especially for projects where relationships are created. Even for Bourriaud, politics 
and ethics are not separable from aesthetics, although he ascribes more toward the format and the 
results of the art project, which is not necessarily associated with its context and the reality.  
As reviewed and discussed in this chapter so far, the politics of the art project become the 
body of aesthetic judgments. Different perspectives and values appear in PA practices, 
depending on how the relationship between artworks, artists, and audiences are set up and 
perceived. In summation, while Bourriaud valued social harmony through relational aesthetics 
and Kester advocated the value of collaboration and dialogue, Bishop posed relational 
antagonism as a platform for raising agonistic pluralism. Moreover, as suggested methods to 
build and understand relationships with others and society, relational aesthetics have focused on 
creating a sense of togetherness, while Bishop’s relational antagonism suggests that exposure 
and repression generates the image of harmonious communities. As such, the discussions by art 
critics and art historians reviewed above also implies the interconnectivity between aesthetical, 





relational, however, as core ideas of relational aesthetics and relational antagonism resonate in 
the ways the cases aim and function. 
Political Dimension of Participation in Art 
Art and Politics 
As discussed in the previous section, matters of aesthetics are closely linked to politics. 
Several theorists and practitioners argued and demonstrated this belief that aesthetical decisions 
have close associations with the visions and understandings of political ideas.  
For example, Chantal Mouffe (2001) has argued that politics and aesthetics are 
inseparable fields and that “one cannot make a distinction between political art and non-political 
art” (p. 100). She claimed that “there is an aesthetic dimension in the political and there is a 
political dimension in art” (Mouffe, 2007). In Contemporary Art and the Politics of Aesthetics, 
Rancière (2009a) argued that art and politics are “contingent configurations of the common” and 
their relationship is “a relation between two partitions of the sensible” (p. 32). This supports the 
idea that not only the subject of the art matters, but also its forms, components, contexts, 
attitudes, and structures, which can reflect the social and political ideology and conditions. In the 
1970s artist Joseph Beuys, rather than using political content to create artworks, also decided to 
rethink the relationship between art and politics (Gyorody, 2014). For Beuys, politics are the 
materials that evoke change; he used “the form of real politics” as/in his art, which ended up to 
be a political campaign in itself “as mediums of communication” (Gyorody, 2014, p. 127). These 
points of view supported the idea that political stances not only represented the art, directly 
dealing with the political issues or the contents, but also revealed the artist’s attitude and the 





Democratic Values in Participatory Art 
As a clear example of the intersection of art and politics, the concerns and ideas of 
democracy have been practiced and examined through participatory art practices, primarily 
through the exercises of participation, engagement, or relationship-building. In other words, a 
dismantlement of the difference between viewers and artists in PA opens space to take up, 
actualize, test, and experiment with the ideals of democracy, such as emancipation and equality. 
In this section, how PA practices are associated and deal with the political dimension, and how 
democratic ideas such as emancipation and equality are discussed in the practice of participation 
and art will be reviewed. 
Emancipation: agency or instrumentalization? Different approaches have emerged in 
art to practice the idea of emancipation, as art practices take the form of participation, which 
allow viewers to play the role of active partakers and be free from remaining as passive 
receivers. According to Bishop (2004),  
The idea of considering the work of art as a potential trigger for participation is hardly 
new – think of Happening, Fluxus, instructions, 1970s performance art, and Joseph 
Beuys’s declaration that “everyone is an artist.” Each was accompanied by a rhetoric of 
democracy and emancipation that is very similar to Bourriaud’s defense of relational 
aesthetics. (pp. 61-62)  
 
Emancipation is, according to Ranciére, the act of blurring the line between acting and viewing 
through the viewers’ realization of their power of interpretation (Ranciére, 2014; Wesseling, 
2017). Based on this notion of emancipation, the relationship between artists and viewers, as 
well as their positions, are essential in terms of emancipatory practices and the matter of equality 
between the entities. How the relationships among entities in the community—in this context, 
the art situations—are built and set reflects how the ideas of equality and emancipation have 





The relational aesthetics, relational antagonism, and the discussions between aesthetics in 
PA projects investigated in the previous section have distinctly different visions about 
community and society, as well as different relationships among their entities. For example, 
although Bourriaud and Bishop took relationships generated by art practices as indicators for 
presenting societal models, they have differing views on how they envision relationships in 
democracy. More specifically, Ruitenberg (2011) understood Bourriaud’s relational art as an 
attempt to “democratize and equalize the relations between artist and spectator by turning the 
spectator into actor” (p. 216), which lacks “the antagonism that . . . is required for a vibrant 
democracy” (p. 214). On the other hand, Bishop (2004) adapted the concepts of antagonism from 
political theorists Ernesto Laclau and Mouffe, arguing that “a democratic society is one in which 
relations of conflict are sustained, not erased” to support her stance and the idea of relational 
antagonism (p. 66). The idea of emancipation and equality in art can be practiced in different 
ways, as these two points of view already take different directions; either to reposition viewers 
into actors, as Bourriaud supports, or to reveal the definition of the reality which Bishop 
suggests.  
Even though Rancière agrees with Bourriaud, in that, “what makes a work democratic is 
not . . . its subject matter but rather the type of relationship it engenders with the viewer,” his 
idea of democratic relationships differs from Bourriaud’s (Ruitenberg, 2011, p.219). While 
Bourriaud claims that audiences have agency through active participation, his view has been 
criticized because this agency is not achieved by the viewers, but is given to them by the artists. 
Also, for Rancière, active participation is not necessarily a condition for emancipation, yet it is 
more important to realize the binary between passive viewership and active participation 





emancipation since “what emancipates is precisely the possibility of the reader or the viewer 
constructing or reconstructing that efficiency himself or herself” (Rancière & Oliver, 2008, p. 
181, as cited in Ruitenberg, 2011, pp. 217-218). Challenging the given positions, such as the idea 
that viewers are passive receivers, is essential for participatory practices, especially for advocates 
of the possibilities of emancipation. Rancière (2008/2009b), for instance, argued for 
“challeng[ing] the opposition between viewing and acting” (p. 13) and blurring the line between 
“individuals and members of a collective body” as the initiation of emancipation because it 
creates the possibilities that viewers can perceive their positions from different points of view 
and thus possibly be able to realize their powers (pp. 13, 19). Ruitenberg (2011) also observed 
that active participation in works of art through the endorsement of relational aesthetics could be 
thought of as “evidence of or even as a requirement for an emancipatory process” because 
viewers have the opportunities to practice their roles as creators or even partake in the process of 
creation at some level (p. 212).  
The matter of position and repositioning is practiced in art with the attempt to make itself 
participatory and interactive. As mentioned, Boal’s (1992/2002, 1979/2006, 1979/2011) 
theatrical practices (Theater of the Oppressed, Invisible Theater, and Forum Theater) were an 
active attempt to blur the boundaries between viewers and actors, and to turn everyone into 
spect-actors. What Boal (1992/2002) wants is to empower the public to act through debate and to 
question the invisible oppressions of everyday life. 
. . . it [Invisible Theater] is never didactic to its audience, it involves a process of learning 
together rather than one-way teaching; it assumes that there is as much likelihood of the 
audience knowing the answers as the performers. (Boal, 1992/2002, pp. xxiii-xxiv)   
  
However, on a fundamental level, neither a linear relationship or equality in intelligence 





positions and roles that still function to empower one over others. Therefore, participation in 
these theatrical practices could be criticized because the roles of spect-actors are imposed by the 
director, not chosen by viewers of their own will. According to Rancière (2008/2009b), “blurring 
of boundaries and confusion of roles” often work to stultify if principles are not questioned (p. 
21). Thus, it is essential to be able to question how the roles and positions are designated, no 
matter what relationships are built or intended to build.  
However, the pitfall of emancipatory art practices, which can be easily disregarded due to 
the excitement given by the word emancipation itself, would be their inevitable power structure. 
The mechanisms of emancipation are not free from power dynamics because of their pre-given 
conditions. In other words, context-specificities of the works – how, where, and when to present 
or place works – are the decisions of planning, framing, and re-framing the visible and the 
invisible, which leads to the question of who has power over these decisions (Rancière, 2013). 
The purported practice of emancipation can work as a practice of instrumentalization of viewers 
through manipulation and control, as Bishop (2004, 2012) pointed out: active viewership and 
participation easily fall into the danger that the experience is not what viewers achieved with 
their wills and choices, but rather have been given to them by artists. According to Bishop 
(2004): 
It is no longer enough to say that activating the viewer tout court is a democratic act, for 
every artwork––even the most “open-ended”––determines in advance the depth of 
participation that the viewer may have with it. (p. 78) 
  
Kester (2013) also articulated that tension occurring in participatory works from the “inter-
subjective exchange is very much conditioned by a set of representational protocols” (p. 28). 
Therefore, examining what conditions the artworks are based on and generate would be essential 





Power dynamics around the matter of equality and inequality. The attempts to 
reposition audiences from spectators to participants can be perceived as a practice that enacts the 
reduction of inequality between artist and spectator, or as creating agencies for equality that can 
align with democratic practices. The questions that arise from the matter of equality are similar 
to the mechanisms of emancipation, whether this is achieved or given, and thus they are also not 
free from the power dynamics that are either structured by society or pre-decided by the 
relationship between someone who holds power and someone who does not.   
For instance, Ruitenberg (2008) argues that active participation is the demonstration of 
contemporary societal conditions under the belief that “democracy can be enacted only by 
persons who enact their freedom and equality” (p. 4). She states that ideas of democracy are 
possible for individuals who stand for themselves rather than for institutional members, because 
“the institutions and their forms of membership are based on assumptions of inequality” 
(Ruitenberg, 2008, p. 4).  
On the other hand, Rancière says that “democracy is the paradoxical power of those who 
do not count: the count of the unaccounted for,” or “the part of those who have no part” 
(Rancière & Pangia, 2000, p. 124; Rancière, 2009a, p. 70). He further articulates that these 
people who are not accounted for have “no entitlement to exercise the power of the archê,” 
(Rancière, 2013, p. 32) meaning “to take initiative, to begin” (Arendt, 1958, p. 177, as cited in 
Rancière, 2013, p. 29). Furthermore, according to Rancière, inequality is the inevitable condition 
for the citizen and school pupil (as cited in Ruitenberg, 2008). Ruitenberg (2008) further 
explained:  
Democracy can be enacted only by persons who enact their freedom and equality. This, 
in turn, is possible only when those persons are operating in their capacity as men and 





the institutions and their forms of membership are based on assumptions of inequality. 
(para. 3)  
  
Thus, Ruitenberg’s argument leads us to infer that democracy can happen only when one 
nullifies and questions one’s given condition as a member of the institution, and thus one may 
stand against, as well as position oneself outside of, societal systems, including civic education. 
This contradicts the practice of discipline, the state-supported educational technique that aims to 
transform the man into the citizen. These contradictions are based on the matter of positions––
whether one positions oneself as a man/citizen or one is positioned as a man/citizen. 
In sum, either through debates, discussions, or harmonious relationships, PA situations 
create power dynamics among participants through their actions and positions by revealing 
inequality or projecting idealized images of equality. These power dynamics would help us see 
what conditions – whether equality or inequality – are given and can be activated to 
accommodate participation.  
Questions. The practices of participation and viewer-engagement in art broaden and 
deepen relationships between art and politics, as well as aim to enact and practice democratic 
ideals through the ideas of emancipation and equality. In particular, the changes in the role or 
position of an audience vividly expresses and practices the political concerns in art. It questions 
how we perceive our democratic society and the roles of individuals in these democratic norms.  
Also, the reviewed literature brings up questions concerning where the power to 
empower or to emancipate––whether by others or from oneself––originates, and who is to be 
empowered or emancipated, and how the mechanisms of emancipation happen. If it is for the 
unaccounted for, then the issue of agency––such as how the power or the qualification to 
emancipate the powerless or unqualified, and make them act, can work or happen––can also 





matter of the relationships among the entities in PA practices. The conditions of art creation and 
appreciation have complicated mechanisms; as Groys (1999) points out that the changed 
conditions of today’s art, which have the characteristics of time-specificity have generated “a 
struggle for power aris[ing] between the artist and the spectator, a struggle for control over the 
time of contemplation” (p. 100). It implies that the power dynamics in PA practices can also 
reveal and reflect the conditions and natures of art or/and of art systems. 
Operation and Distribution of Power in Participatory Practices 
As discussed in the previous section, a practice of emancipation through participation, 
especially through the transition of positions and newly built relationships between artists, 
artworks, and viewers, is not free from power dynamics. Then, what would be the mechanisms 
that work under these participatory practices? In this section, I will review the techniques of 
empowerment as a principle practice of emancipation, as emancipation is the practice of making 
someone autonomous and free, and they can then begin to become an authority by him/herself, 
which is the foundational idea of emancipation. In this section, understanding power mechanisms 
and their operation is not limited to art practices, but it will also be helpful to understand how 
power operates in general society. To better understand the various conditions and contexts of 
power operations, Foucault’s concepts of different types of powers––sovereign power, biopower, 
and disciplinary power—will be reviewed. Among those powers and politics, biopolitics will be 
further reviewed, as its power mechanism implies the power dynamics of PA, as the power 
mechanisms of both biopolitics and PA are two sides of the same coin, which is ironic and 
contradictory. As reviewed, the practices of PA function between control and emancipation, 





of instrumentalization and fostering. This study will also provide a review of the idea of 
dissensus, as one of the democratic ideals PA can practice, which will be followed in order to 
search and question the possibilities of PA for better democratic practices.  
Mechanisms of power: the enactment of empowerment 
The practice of emancipation, as reviewed, accompanies a change in positions. This shift 
of positions is enacted through power, as both emancipation and empowerment have transitive 
qualities, implying inequalities in powers (Macgilchrist, 2013). A practice of empowerment is 
not that easy or simple, as it involves multi-layers of relationships and positions (VeneKlasen & 
Miller, 2002). The practice of empowerment has been broadly practiced and studied in different 
fields, including political theories, social activism, and business administration. Also, there are 
different approaches to empowerment, as it can be taken as a process of “individual discovery 
and change” or a “shift in authority and accountability” rather than a shift in power (Drunker, 
1995, as cited. in Stainer and Stainer, 2000, p. 288; VeneKlasen & Miller, 2002, p. 41). Thus, it 
would be important to understand the multidimensional characteristics of power and the 
techniques of how it operates.  
The strategies of power operation cannot be neglected since these would reflect the 
understanding of and attitude toward societal conditions and political beliefs. Activists Lisa 
VeneKlasen and Valerie Miller (2002) have analyzed different techniques for using power in the 
societal context, especially within organizations. They present the relation between “power, 
political participation, and social change” through the mechanisms and strategies of power (p. 
40). They suggest that exercising power in the forms of power with, power to, and power within 
would be more collaborative and have more positive alterations than power over, the most 





2002). At the same time, the techniques of empowerment in organizations between employees 
and employers can also be played in two different ways: “favourably as an utilitarian principle” 
or “unfavourably, as a device to manipulate” (Stainer & Stainer, 2000, p. 293). However, more 
helpful than claiming which way would be better than others, is to understand the mechanisms of 
the politics of how power is operated.  
Power operations: care and control 
The operations of power can be different, as what kinds of powers are operated within its 
social contexts and aims. Foucault provided three different types of power to explain the societal 
systems throughout history: sovereign power, biopower, and disciplinary power. As the 
mechanisms of Foucauldian power, especially biopolitics, are based on the two ironic yet 
overlapped tangents—care and control—which can be associated with the matters of agency and 
instrumentalization, respectively. Understanding the mechanisms of biopolitics can provide a 
grounding for the understanding of PA practices.  
Sovereign power is a type of power which operated through deduction, negation, seizure, 
and refusal, as it is the power “to take life” (Blencowe, 2012, p. 56). On the other hand, since the 
16th Century, the populations became an important matter for governmentality and thus power 
over life became the main concern of the states (Foucault, 2008). In the 18th Century, as the 
laissez-faire system2 was developed, the techniques of governmentality also changed. According 
to Foucault (2008), although it seemed that the liberty of the individual was highly valued under 
the laissez-faire system, in reality, the market needed more sophisticated schemes for control 
over life to protect the individual’s profits. Thus, control, punishment, research, and 
                                                        





categorization of human behaviors became essential for governmentality, and this is what 
Foucault (2008) called biopolitics. 18th and 19th Century liberalism faced different dimensions in 
the 20th Century as society’s norms switched from exchange to competition. In the modern era 
laborers are regarded as capital to achieve profit, and the relationship among entities focuses on 
investment and return, and thus human beings are perceived as manipulatable men under this 
mechanism of discipline (Foucault, 2008).   
While sovereign power is based on and aims for consensus –it represses, censors, and 
prohibits public dissensus—on the other hand, biopower puts up dissensus as evidence for 
freedom and a free society (Lilja & Vinthagen, 2014). Lilja & Vinthagen (2014) describe 
sovereign power as the power that “stops and limits certain behaviour” “make[s] sovereignty 
possible by claiming a monopoly of rule” and “creates subordinate subjects” (p. 112). The shift 
from sovereign power to biopower means that “the power to take or deny” or “power over life 
and death” was replaced by the power to “‘make’ live and ‘let’ die” or “power as the 
administration of life” (Blencowe, p. 57; Rancières, 2013, p. 59).  
According to Blencowe (2012), 
The political economy of biopolitics is not interested in the ways in which power denies 
people’s freedom, but rather in the ways in which formulations of emancipation and 
empowerment are produced through power, binding people to power and to productions 
(and regularizations) of collective embodiment. (p. 13)  
 
Therefore, biopower enables governmental practices which “incite, reinforce, control, monitor, 
optimize and organize” with an interest in the lives of human beings (Foucault, 1978, p. 136, as 
cited in Lilja & Vinthagen, 2014, p. 110). Discipline is also a power to normalize, economize, 
optimize, coerce, and control the individual body to fit into the system; it trains the biological 
body of an individual to make it docile and regulated (Blencowe, 2012; Da Costa & Philip, 





of individuals and security of the population demands”; which works between repression and 
production (Lewis, 2009, p. 488).  
Other philosophers and political theorists have interpreted biopolitics in different ways 
and developed other ideas. Since the function of biopower is both to regularize/control and to 
secure/protect, the concept is open to the different interpretations. For example, philosopher 
Giorgio Agamben connected Foucault’s biopolitics to political theorist Carl Schmitt’s concept of 
the state of exception, “the state in which normal legality is suspended,” and turned the 
biopolitics to thanatopolitics, which is a negative interpretation of biopolitics (Blencowe, 2012; 
Lewis, 2009; Rancière, 2010, p. 65, italics added; Tierney, 2016). Agamben combined biopower 
and sovereign power, focusing on the function of biopower in its control over aspect and took 
the law into play when deciding the inside/life and outside/death (Agamben, 1998; Rancière, 
2010). Another philosopher, Roberto Esposito, suggested an affirmative biopolitics, which is the 
“politics of life” through the paradigm of immunization (Campbell, 2006, p. 3, italics added). 
The concept of immunity is the attempt to articulate the contradictory mechanism of biopolitics 
that can function in lethal and productive ways because it is “both the protection and negation of 
life” (Esposito, 2013, p. 86). This better explains the connection between life and death, 
capturing “the two aspects of biopolitics: bios and nomos (life and law)” (Lewis, 2009, p. 48). 
Immunity is a mechanism that might explain the opposite operations of biopower in an 
affirmative way. It implies also that how power operates is vital and thus the techniques of 
power, again, are essential as much as the type of power. It demonstrates that neither political 





Thus, understanding and utilizing the power in PA practices based on the theories 
provided by political theorists such as Foucault, Agamben, and Esposito, can be valuable 
practice for dissecting and interpreting how to understand PA and its potentials.  
Suggestions for participatory art as democratic practices: dissensus  
As defined in the introduction, the term “politics” is used in this dissertation as a way of 
operating and distributing power. There have been different suggestions for and perspectives of 
how politics shown through art projects and critiques of art. As discussed in the earlier section 
(Aesthetical Argument on Relationship in Participatory Art), the essences of aesthetic theories, 
such as relational aesthetics and relational antagonism, have been closely related to ideas of 
democratic society. Theorists have argued about which art practices would provide and 
demonstrate a better politics for society. The political system is interconnected with power. 
Biopower, according to Ranciére (2015), “…becomes democracy’s accomplice, that is, part of 
the mass individualistic concern with individual life and of the technologies of power that hold 
sway over biological life as such” (p.65). The operation of biopower and discipline, the power of 
care and control, is innate in democratic systems, and they rely on each other. Then, what would 
be the better politics that we can examine through PA for the society we live in now, where 
democracy is the core value? Also, how can PA practices serve us and help us to understand 
these mechanisms of power that are conditions of our lives? 
Mouffe (2000a, 2000b, 2009) suggests agonistic pluralism as a model for democracy, 
emphasizing the importance of diversity and differences. While supporting the importance of 
antagonism in a democratic society, Mouffe (2001) also suggests that an agonistic pluralism 
would be a better politics for adversarial relations; for her, these relations mean more about 





distinguishes friend and enemy. According to Mouffe, agonistic struggle, or among adversaries 
not between enemies, is “the core of a vibrant democracy” (Mouffe, 2000b; Mouffe, 2007, p. 3) 
(as reviewed in Conceptual Framework). According to her theory, dissensus is essential for art 
because the role of art is critical, which encourages dissensus (Mouffe, 2007). It functions in a 
way to reveal the dominant consensus and lets us see things from different perspectives. Based 
on her argument, understanding how to provide a basis for dissensus against the consensus and 
reconciliation might be essential for art practices. It is particularly important in PA practices, 
since it is grounded in the attempt to empower viewers by repositioning them to be creators. 
However, at the same time, it is easy to fall into the danger of pre-designated power systems and 
cover this power system with the illusion of equality. Emancipation involves agency or 
instrumentalization. This pre-designated power system may aim to utilize participants in order to 
achieve democratic ideals, although its actual mechanisms would work in the opposite way by 
forcing viewers to participate and be part of creation while getting rid of their free will to choose. 
Thus, this pre-designated system also might enforce the consensus rather than opening up the 
space for dissensus, which this research investigates through the cases of three PA practices.  
Possible strategies for dissensus in PA practices 
The strategies for dissensus can vary, including confrontation, resistance, and debate, as 
reviewed in the theories by political theorists and art historians. For example, dialogue has been 
considered as one of the options for better politics for PA practices that can accommodate both 
consensus and dissensus. For Bourriaud (1998/2002), whether a project enables participants to 
enter into dialogue is also used as one of the criteria to evaluate PA. Kester also emphasizes 





However, dissensus can happen through not only active dialogue or arguments, but also 
as a result of the gaze by others, which has been one of the important discourses in art. As art 
critic John Berger (1972) wrote: 
Soon after we can see, we are aware that we can also be seen. The eyes of the other 
combine with our own eye to make it fully credible that we have been the part of the 
visible world . . . . The reciprocal nature of vision is more fundamental than that of 
spoken dialogue. (p. 9) 
  
In PA, the space between gazes can activate reciprocal relationships between participants, as 
well as identify one’s position. According to Bishop (2004),  
The presence of the ‘Other’ prevents me from being totally myself. The relation arises 
not from full totalities, but from the impossibility of their constitution. In other words, the 
presence of what is not me renders my identity precarious and vulnerable, and the threat 
that the other represent transforms my own sense of self into something questionable. 
(pp. 67-68) 
 
In other words, the presence of others in a work can form a device to stimulate dissensus as 
“each participant’s actions or behaviors are perceived and felt in real time by other 
coparticipants” (Kester, 2013, p. 28, italics added). Because participants are potential actors, 
they are not free from the gaze of others, as they are also not free from being on the stage. Once 
they recognize the presence of others, they can  also be aware of their own presence.  
According to Heller (1987b), double quality (self) reflection, “the combination of 
empirical and transcendental self-reflection,” is a presupposition of self-consciousness (p. 18). 
Her concept of double quality self-reflection demonstrates the existences of others as helping to 
gain deeper self-reflection, balancing with the perception of one’s own self (Heller, 1987b). The 
role of others as coparticipants has also been stressed by Kester (2013), Berger (1972) and 






Thus, the presence of (co-)participants would potentially function as a means to expose 
and create dissensus. Based on the ideas of theorists such as Berger (1972) and Bishop (2004), 
this presence would also enable participants to perceive different conditions and positions, 
potentially leading them to question the power dynamics and political mechanisms that set or 
identify their positions. Others’ gazes and presences can stimulate viewers to realize that their 
participation/collaboration/interaction/presences are potentially pre-designed elements or devices 
used to complete the goal of the work in PA. Then, how do participatory and collaborative art 
practices open up space for viewers to self-reflect on the presence of other viewers and how does 
that gaze not only target the work, but other co-participants? Also, how can participants play 
with and examine the power dynamics operated for their participation? Going further, what 
potential do PA experiences have for accommodating meaningful self-reflectivity and critical 
understanding of the conditions of participation? 
Parallels Between Power in Participatory Art and Education 
As the relationship between viewers, artworks, and artists has highlighted, the experience 
of viewers––related to their positions and attitudes––has been discussed from the educational 
perspective (Freire, 1968/2000; Rancière, 2008/2009b; Ruitenberg, 2011). According to 
Rancière (2008/2009b), passive viewership is considered the opposite of acting and knowing, 
values more appreciated by Western intellectual culture. Paulo Freire (1968/2000) criticizes the 
notion of people as mere spectators since they “‘receive’ the world as passive entities” and thus 
their creative power is inhibited (p. 75). These positions provide the foundation for the extensive 
endeavors of changing the positions of viewers, who associate art to concepts and practices of 





At the same time, the practice of empowerment inevitably accompanies manipulative 
aspects that can be applied both to the practice of art and to education. Bishop (2004, 2012) and 
Kester (2013) warn of the instrumentalization of viewers in PA practices thwarting the aim of 
empowerment. Education with the ambition of emancipation is also likely to face this operational 
contradiction between empowerment and manipulation. In other words, the potential danger of 
emancipatory educational practices would be to stultify students by “defeat[ing] their own 
purposes” and “not leav[ing] the student room to use her or his own intelligence” (Ruitenberg, 
2011, p. 211). Basing his argument on Rancière’s position, Ruitenberg (2011) further articulates 
this: 
If art gets too caught up in its zeal to shift the distribution of the sensible, it can become 
didactic and “stultifying,” to use the term Rancière (1991) employs for the kind of 
teaching that does not emancipate the student but rather locks the student into an inferior 
position. (p. 217) 
  
In this context, the relationship between artist and viewer can be matched up with the 
relationship between teacher and student, and aesthetical strategies can be compared to 
pedagogical techniques in education. 
As discussed above, the participatory aspects of art have made us think of the line 
between art and education in a more flexible manner (Bishop, 2012). According to Bishop 
(2012), viewers and students are not identical, but at the same time, she admits, “their respective 
relationships to the artist and teacher have a certain dynamic overlap” (p. 241). In other words, 
art becomes pedagogical in its relationships with audiences (Bishop, 2012; Rancière, 
2008/2009b). In the 2000s, pedagogic projects became not only the concern of educators but also 
concerns and interests of artists and curators (Bishop, 2012). These projects have different 
directions although they share an interest in the integration of art with education and vice versa; 





collective awareness, education-as-art projects aim to democratize viewers and enable 
participants to collaborate (Bishop, 2012; Helguera, 2011).  
At the same time, Bishop (2012) discussed the different intentions, as well as diverse 
ways of constructing pedagogical artworks and distributing messages. For example, artists like 
Bruguera tried to borrow the form of the classroom and run educational systems through art 
projects. In contrast, other artists, like Hirschhorn, put more focus on the malfunction of the 
institutionalized structure and also expanded the spectrum to secondary viewers because they 
could access the documentation––as a video, lecture, or exhibition––of the project (Bishop, 
2012). These different artists’ artworks suggested that different perspectives on the purpose of 
education and institutions, whether fulfilling their roles or not, bring significant differences in the 
structure and design of works and their situations, as well as to the positions and roles of 
participants. 
The goals of education can vary depending on what societal and political ideals and types 
of learners are involved. Different power dynamics could be generated by how these ideals come 
into action. According to John Dewey (1916), the goal of state-supported education is “to form 
the citizen, not the ‘man’” (p. 98). The point of view considering education as a means of social 
normalization is associated with the mechanism of discipline and biopolitics. The biological 
knowledge and the knowledge to “integrate individual data into cumulative system” function as a 
power in biopolitical society (Foucault, as cited in Rouse, 1994, p. 4; Foucault, 2001). 
Accordingly, the educational techniques that aim to discipline students are not free from the 
specific power politics and power dynamics that can also be found in PA practices. On the other 
hand, the legitimacy of disciplinary techniques, which optimize and utilize the bodies of 





empower learners to have critical and reflective thinking (Blaschke, 2012; Canning, 2010; 
Merriam, 2001). In this sense, there lies a dilemma in the goals of education between fostering 
individual autonomy and self-determining ability, and regularizing and instrumentalizing an 
individual to fit socially collective demands. This issue has similar mechanisms with the 
dilemma of PA and thus can be investigated and reflected upon through how power operates in 
PA practices. At the same time, the pedagogical aspects of PA practices can reflect the 
conditions that education faces. 
Conclusion 
The ambition of emancipation and empowerment in art and education can easily 
accompany the contradiction in its operation, as it functions as care and manipulation at the same 
time, as do biopolitics and discipline. This literature review suggests that art with viewers’ 
engagement in mind can be a good place to question and examine the power mechanisms that 
consist of democratic conditions, such as participation and equality, through the practice of 
positioning and repositioning. To see how these suggestions play out in actual practice, I 
examined the cases of three artworks which have the elements of audience engagement in the 
forms of participation, collaboration, and interaction. The reviewed literature and scholarly 
works provided the groundwork to investigate power dynamics and how they operate in the cases 
I studied. To do this, I focused on the positions of artists and viewers, as well as their 
relationships throughout the experiences of the studied artwork. I dissect their power 






III – METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
This study examines the power dynamics in participatory artworks, focusing on how 
artists deal with the idea of participation and/or interaction in their works and how the 
interaction/participation has influenced the experiences of the viewers. The research questions 
which guided this study are: 
Given that participatory art is (1) tied to democratic practices, attempting to reposition 
spectators as performing participants, and (2) in alignment with ideas of empowerment and 
emancipation, which involve power dynamics, how do power mechanisms function in 
participatory artworks by three artists? 
•       What is the artists’ perception of (1) the values of participatory art and their role as artists 
and (2) the role of participants in their work? 
•       What roles do viewers play in the studied works and what influences their decisions as they 
participate? 
•       In what ways is power distribution enacted in artworks? 
•       How, if at all, do participants gain new knowledge/understanding/insights/perspectives 
through their experience in participatory artworks?   
To pursue these research questions, I studied three artworks, each by a different artist. I listened 
to the  artists’ talk about their vision and perspectives, participants’ talk about their experiences 
with and responses to the works, and I examined the participatory artworks themselves, based on 





Selection of Methodology 
I conducted a multi-case qualitative study. A qualitative multi-case study was selected 
because it is an optimal methodology to understand the experiences of individual participants—
in this study, three artists, nine viewers, and myself as an additional viewer—as well as the 
meaning participants make from these experiences, not only with an in-depth lens but also 
through the comparison and contrast of different cases. 
A Qualitative Study 
According to Creswell and Creswell (2017), a qualitative study is appropriate for a 
profound understanding of an individual case. It focuses on meaning, understanding, and the 
process of complex phenomena. According to Merriam it is (2019), “a powerful tool for learning 
more about our lives and the sociohistorical context in which we live” through an inductive 
process that builds theories, collects observations, creates understanding and makes meaning, 
rather than testing the existing theories or hypothesis (p. ix).  
I chose a qualitative study because each experience of art-making and participation in 
artworks has unique characteristics which reflect an individual's values and meanings. 
Qualitative research is appropriate to a study searching for the meaning and understanding of 
phenomena from the viewpoint of the participant (Merriam & Grenier, 2019). Reflecting on the 
personal perspectives and experiences of participants, the aim of this research is to gain a deeper 
understanding of the power mechanisms in participatory artworks through the experiences of 
research participants, and how those dynamics can be better facilitated. Thus, this study is 





currently create participatory artworks, as well as the viewers’ experiences and how the artworks 
influence them.  
At the same time, I, as a researcher who collects and analyzes data, am a key instrument 
for finding meaning from the studied artworks and from participants’ responses. In qualitative 
research, the researcher is the one who “gather[s] data to build concepts, hypotheses, or theory” 
to “approach the phenomena from an interpretive, critical, or postmodern perspective.” 
(Merriam, 2019, p. 6). I adopted an interpretive/constructivist perspective that will be explained 
more later in this chapter. My experiences in participatory art and its related research are used to 
better understand the perspectives of research participants and the phenomenon of PA, as well as 
its socially constructed meanings. Due to the inevitable subjectivities scholars bring to the 
research process, exercising reflexivity is important. 
A Case Study  
A case study is appropriate for the in-depth analysis of a unit bounded by time and 
place—in this case, individual participatory artworks. It is an attempt to shed light on selected 
entities by studying the case(s) within a real-life, contemporary context or setting (Yin, 2014, as 
cited in Creswell & Creswell, 2017). Also, through a case study, the power dynamics—in this 
study, those manifested in PA – which are invisible can become more visible (Denzin, 2010). 
Based on these features of a case study, investigating the artwork allows further understanding of 
the power dynamics that happened in its creation, execution, and experiences, both from the 
artist's point of view and from the perspectives of viewers. Also, a case study enables an in-depth 
understanding of each study participant’s—both artists and viewers—positions and visions in 
their experiences of PA. Moreover, in-depth description and analysis of the cases helps to reveal, 





A Multi-case Study 
I studied three cases of artworks which have elements of participation. According to 
Creswell & Creswell (2017), a multi-case study—in this study, a participatory artwork in relation 
to power dynamics—is an appropriate type of research showing different perspectives on the 
subject. Studying multiple cases is beneficial to understand how power mechanisms function and 
what elements are at play in different situations and from the different perspectives that PA 
elicits. 
The multi-case study is also suitable for comparing and contrasting cases and providing 
an in-depth understanding of information and finding patterns across cases (Creswell & Creswell 
2017; Merriam & Grainer, 2019). Investigating the similarities and dissimilarities of selected 
cases can help us comprehend how each case generates meanings in different manners, which 
will also benefit the deeper comprehension of what factors have shaped the unique 
characteristics of each case, as well as help to find the common features of the three different 
cases (Merriam, 1998). This characteristic of multi-case studies allows the researcher to access 
the issue and comprehend cases in-depth through cross-comparison. 
Research Paradigm: Constructivism 
This study is designed based on the constructivist philosophical worldview, as the goal of 
this research is not to narrow the meanings into limited categories but “to look for the complexity 
of views” (Creswell & Creswell, 2017, p. 8), as it seeks an understanding of the elements 
influencing power dynamics in PA experiences from different cases of participatory artworks. In 
this research process, my interpretation and mediation work as important aspects for shaping 





individual artist and viewer and my interpretations of them can illuminate what possible 
meanings each case has.  
Since this study aims to understand the world we live in through an individual artist’s 
perspective on art creation and viewer’s experiences of selected artists’ works, each case is 
valuable since they are unique examples of real situations. Throughout the research process, the 
cases have been interpreted and mediated, which contributes to the construction of the meanings 
and comprehension of the situations in each real case. According to Marshall and Rossman 
(2014), it is appropriate to understand reality as multiple positions that are constructed through 
each individual’s lived experiences and interactions with others. A constructive philosophical 
worldview suits this study since it is based on the idea that each individual, including the 
researcher, has built their own comprehension of the societal role within the given conditions and 
their own positions. At the same time, as much as each research participant’s understanding and 
meaning-making is important, my understanding of the cases and perspectives on those as an 
individual and a researcher with my own subjectivities and position have been significant in 
shaping the study. 
Design of the Study 
Cases: Artworks 
The cases of this study are three artworks that have elements that physically engage 
viewers and encourage them to contribute to the completion of the work. To illuminate the cases, 
I collected data from interviews with the artists who planned and created the works, viewers who 
collaborated with, participated in and/or interacted with the work, and I also collected and 





The artworks were selected considering these criteria: (1) the characteristics of the work; 
viewers’ physical engagement has to be an essential part of experiencing the work, along with 
the fact that the work has to be designed to be changed or completed when the viewers 
participate, collaborate, and/or interact, (2) the works should be created by professional artists 
who have been in the field of art at least for 10 years, (3) the works must be created by the artists 
who have consented to provide the data for this research, (4) each work needs to involve 
different kinds of viewer-engagement to be able to show how the power dynamics of PA are 
formed and play out in different conditions and situations (5) should be works that I experienced 
in the past and participated in in some way, whether fully or partially, or at least I have 
experienced similar forms of works by the same artist, and (6) be works where I could access the 
artists and viewers during the time of data collection and thus collect the data under the limits of 
the Covid-19 pandemic. 
My subjective perspective was reflected in the selection of cases, especially with criterion 
(4): each work needs to involve different kinds of viewer-engagement to be able to show how the 
power dynamics of PA are formed and play out in different conditions and situations . From the 
pool of artworks that satisfied other criteria, I purposefully selected three cases with different 
kinds of viewer-engagement based on how I experienced the works (I elaborate on these 
differences in the chapters that follow). 
Also, in terms of criterion (6), which limited me to focus on the works which I could 
access during the time of data collection under the limit of Covid-19 pandemic, in the first stages 
of planning this research, the initial idea was to go and experience the work in person, however, 
due to the global pandemic, the collection of data was limited to online. It eliminated the 





experienced in the past.  
 
 
Under these criteria, the works selected are; (1) Artlabor (2017-2018) by Jaewook Koh, 
(2) Object of Criticism (2016) by Kilwon Ahn, and (3) Spinoff from the Facts (2019) by 
Kwantack Park. Since (1) Artlabor (2017-2018) was an ongoing project that involved multiple 
participants over time and across spaces, I experienced the work partially (more details on this 
work in the next chapter). I participated fully in case (2) Object of Criticism (2016). In case (3), 
Spinoff from the Facts (2019), I experienced a similar work, Periphery of the Facts (2018), 
which the artist described as a preview for Spinoff from the Facts (2019). Although I was not 
able to experience Spinoff from the Facts (2019), I chose this work because 1) my experience of 
his pre-version work would reflect his main ideas and mechanisms for Spinoff from the Facts 
(2019), and 2) there are more viewer-participants who could fully experience his works, which 
was showcased in the setting of a solo show, compared to the pre-version, which was  
in a three-person group show (see Table 1).  
Although these three cases are the main focus of this study, there are a few other artworks 
created by these artists also discussed in this study when they can provide additional information 
Table 1: The Level of Experiences by the Researcher. 
Cases: Artworks My experience 
Case 1:  
Artlabor  
by Jaewook Koh 
Partial participation because of the 
characteristic of the work 
Case 2:  
Object of Criticism (2016)  
by Kilwon Ahn 
 
Full participation  
Case 3: 
Spinoff from the Facts (2019)  
by Kwantaeck Park 
 






that helps obtain better comprehension of the experience of the selected cases, as well as 
valuable data for ascertaining how the visions and positions of artists have been built and 
developed.  
Participants 
 The participants in this research are three artists who create participatory artworks and 
the selected viewers of their works (three viewers per work when I do not count myself as a 
viewer, with a total of nine viewers (excluding myself) (see Table 2). 
To better comprehend how the positions and visions of artists and viewers are related to 
contemporary society, the cases of these three artworks are limited to works that were produced 
within five years at the point the research began. Although the study did not rule out participants 
based on their nationalities or race, all participants, both artists and viewers, ended up being 
Koreans (like the researcher) because of the researcher’s accessibility and the special Covid-19 
circumstances, which only allow for non-contact data collection, which limited the research 
cases to be ones I had experienced in the past. Thus, as mentioned, the cases were selected from 
shows created by the artists I am already familiar with, which ended up being the artists I have 
known before. Although all participants ended up being Korean, both artist participants and 
viewer participants was not ruled out by their gender, class, race, and age during the selection 
process. 
There were three artist-participants and viewer-participants for each artwork. Three was 
selected since it is a number that can show a variety of cases, and at the same time allows me to 

















as a participant 









A total of five 
participants 














A total three 
artists 
A total of nine viewer-participants 
excluding myself (a researcher) 
A total of ten viewer-participants 
including myself (a researcher) 
The total number 
of participants in 




Artist-participants. Artists were selected from a pool of the artists whose works I have 
experienced in the past. The sampling was purposeful and done to illustrate different kinds of 
viewer-engagement as well because the cases were accessible to the researcher.  
In selecting artist participants, the foremost consideration was taken to match the 
artworks selected for this research with the criteria. They also had to meet the criteria: (1) Has 
the artist made and shown participatory artworks for the last 10 years? (2) Does the artist consent 
to be a participant in this study? and (3) Have I participated in the work(s) created by the artist, 
whether it is the specific work under study here or a similar one?  
Three artists were recruited through my connections with them. There were not any fliers 
or announcements for recruiting the participants. After their acknowledgement and consent, the 
artist-participants were not given pseudonyms, as this study investigates their artworks, which 
could reveal their identities even if pseudonyms were given.  
Viewer-participants. Differently from the purposeful selection of the artworks and their 
artists, three viewers of each artwork are primarily selected by the researcher’s accessibility – in 





and/or with me. A total of nine viewer participants (three per each case of the artist’s work) were 
interviewed for this study. As mentioned, I also studied my response to the works. 
The viewer-participants selected are the ones who (1) participated in the works, (2) and 
must consent to participate in this research.  
To select the viewer-participants, I first asked artists after their interviews if they had any 
viewers in mind for participation in the study. Some of the viewer participants were contacted 
and selected via the artists’ recommendation. If the artist did not have specific viewers in mind, I 
used my networks to find viewers who had experienced the work. Table 3 is categorized by the 
viewer-participant’s connection with the researcher (see Table 3). 
Table 3: Connections Used for the Viewer-participants Recruit. 
Researcher’s Role  
I not only designed and implemented the research, but also participated in some aspects 
of it.  Not only am I the main instrument for collecting and analyzing data, but I also experienced 
the cases by myself and examined my responses to the works. 
 A viewer. I am one of the viewer-participants who experienced works in person. Though 
I am the researcher in this study, in specific moments, my stances as a viewer (participant) were 
Case 1:  
Artlabor  
Viewer-participant 1 Viewer-participant 2 Viewer-participant 3 
Artist’s connection Artist’s connection Artist’s connection 
Case 2:  
Object of 
Criticism 
Viewer-participant 4 Viewer-participant 5 Viewer-participant 6 




the Facts  
Viewer-participant 7 Viewer-participant 8 Viewer-participant 9 
Researcher’s 
connection 







activated for a richer understanding of the participatory work. My experience and memory as 
viewer of the cases are recalled, documented, and utilized for study data. At the same time, as a 
viewer who experienced all three cases of artworks—whether wholly, partially, or through a 
similar case, I could compare and contrast the cases, which would be difficult to expect from 
other viewer-participants who only experienced one of the works. 
An insider-outsider researcher. On the one hand, I positioned myself as an external 
researcher, as I was studying other artists’ work. However, as an artist who has been experienced 
in creating and designing PA, my participation was expected to bring points of view as both a 
maker and a viewer, as well as one who can balance these two different positions. As a 
researcher and artist with experiences as a viewer, my reflexivity was an important element in 
collecting, analyzing, and discussing the data. I frequently positioned myself as both outsider and 
insider throughout the research to have a richer understanding and multiple perspectives on the 
cases.  
To be more specific, along with the data from viewers, my experiences as a viewer of the 
works under study, and as someone with the insight and questions as an artist and researcher, I 
expected my experience to provide more bountiful information about how power mechanisms 
would function, which could help to compare the visions of artists and the executions of power. 
Furthermore, my prior experiences as an artist will offer beneficial perspectives that will enrich 
the understanding of the relationship between the artist and viewer, as well as the power 
dynamics between them. Therefore, my professional experience as an artist who has created 
participatory artworks was an important part of this study (I elaborate on the limits that my 






In this study, the interview and personal document (a journal) are primary sources of 
data.  
Interviews 
The interviews with the artists and viewers were conducted to collect the data about 
power dynamics and mechanisms in the cases. This study relies on qualitative interview-based 
research with constructivist views that forged meanings from other people’s experiences and 
related others’ experiences to my experience and perspective (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). As 
has been mentioned, qualitative methodologies are suitable for my aim to understand how 
participants have constructed meanings (Merriam, 1998). An interview is an appropriate method 
to obtain information of specific kinds to get individual perspectives on a phenomenon and 
allows discussion of a “theme of mutual interest” between interviewer and interviewee (Kvale 
and Brinkmann, 2009, p. 2).  
To collect data about the artists’ creative vision, thoughts on PA and their works, and 
reflection, in-depth interviews with the artist were conducted. Data was collected pertaining to 
viewer-participants’ experiences and their reflections through interviews, as well. An interview-
based qualitative approach is suitable for a deeper understanding of an individual’s experiences 
(Marshall & Rossman, 1994). At the same time, the data from the interview is not free from the 
subjectivity of each interviewee, as they are based on the individual experience, and thus they do 






I made sure that the participant is in a place where no other people might hear the 
interview contents during the interviews. Before the interview, the participants received and read 
the consent forms to make sure they agreed on the interview process and being recorded. All 
interviews were audio-recorded with the participants’ permission. The interviewees were 
informed that they did not have to share any information they felt uncomfortable sharing and that 
they could request that the researcher stop audio recording at any time, and ask the researcher to 
take notes during the interview instead of recording. After the interviews were transcribed, the 
recorded files were deleted upon the participants’ request.   
In-depth interviews with artists. A semi-structured interview protocol, which is mostly 
composed of open-ended questions, was prepared. The prepared questions were shared with the 
interviewees in advance. After briefly disclosing the intention of the research again and making 
the artists feel comfortable to talk about their works, I conducted an in-depth interview to discuss 
their visions and perspectives, as well as their participatory artworks. 
The main interviews with the artists were 1-2 hours long each, and one or two short 
follow-up conversations/interviews for fact-checking and more additional information (which 
were about 5-10 minutes) took place based on need (see Table 4). In-depth interviews allow the 
participants to bring up  their own experiences and perspectives, which provide the unique 
background and stories of each case.  
Table 4: Time Duration for In-depth and Follow-up Interviews. 
Artists In-depth Interview Follow-up conversations 
Jaewook Koh 95 minutes 5 minutes /7 minutes 
Kilwon Ahn 105 minutes 10 minutes 






The interviews were conducted in a conversational form “guided by the researcher’s 
mental agenda” (Yin, 2017, p. 287; see also Crouch & McKenzie). The interview was composed 
of sets of questions about; (1) the artists’ perceptions of their societal role as artists, the value of 
participatory artworks and the value of their works, as well their relationship with participants; 
(2) factors concerning what influenced their perceptions and positions as artists; (3) the aspects 
of their works that reflect their perceptions and values; (4) the strategies, devices, and attitudes 
they use to make their works participatory and to enact their ideas; and (5) the relationship 
between the participatory nature of the work and their perceptions as artists. 
Interviews with viewers. Since the data from the artists, by its nature, reflected the 
stances of the creators, the data was also collected from viewers to understand the dynamics of 
power in the cases. The interviews with the viewer-participants were 20-30 minutes long each. 
The interview protocol was prepared in advance and shared with the participants prior to the 
interviews. Most questions were semi-structured with open questions, except a few questions 
asking the participants to evaluate and score their perceived contribution and level of 
participation in the works. Since the cases are the artworks the participants experienced in the 
past, the interviews relied on the memories of interviewees. Thus, their responses were limited to 
their previous experiences, which happened a few years ago or several months ago, and could be 
subjective to their personal interpretation and possible distortion of their memories. Instead, it is 
likely that they contain more of the viewer-participant’s personal understanding and impressions 
about their experiences in the work that have developed over time.  
To get their unique perspective and how they generate meaning from their experiences, I 
tried not to include my personal memories or thoughts about the cases during the interviews. 





artworks, since it can influence and possibly distort their memories. Rather than giving them 
information on the works, I tried to keep the contents and tones of questions as neutral as 
possible to get more data from the participants’ memories of their experiences. I did not provide 
any visual data or auxiliary documents to help them revisit their visit to the show. If the memory 
of the participants was faint, I did not provide the direct information or description of the works, 
but kept up with the questions that might trigger their memories of the experiences.  
Instead, I gave them time to think about their experiences before starting the interview. I 
asked whether they were willing to participate in the interview and once they agreed, I sent a 
brief list of the questions, telling them to share as much as they remember. Since those lists had 
been shared at least one day or a few days prior to the interview, the viewer-participants would 
have time to recall their memories.  
The viewer-participants were asked for: (1) some brief background information, such as 
their exposure to art, relationship with the artist, their career, age, etc., (2) a description of the 
work they participated in, (2) their perceptions of their roles in participation, (3) decisions they 
made throughout the participation, and (5) the impact of the work on them, if any.  
Journal 
My participation was also an important data source for this study. As one of viewers, I 
participated in the cases fully or partially, or its similar works. My experiences as a simultaneous 
viewer and researcher-participant who is an insider in the field are written down in a journal. 
Since my experiences also relied on my memories, as my participation happened in the 
past, I first tried to recall and report how I got to know about the works and my experiences with 
the works. I kept recording my memories throughout the data collection for this study, while also 





Then my reflection and critical thoughts about the works are described, excluding the 
information I got from the data collection with other participants in this study. Lastly, I depicted 
my notions and/or perceptions about each work and my experiences after interviewing artist-
participants and viewer-participants, which changed or fixed my personal perspectives about the 
work and experiences, as the interviews influenced my perspectives and thoughts on the cases. 
The differences between the cases and changes that happened through the process of data 
collection were also described in a journal.   
According to Merriam and Tisdell (2015), “personal documents are a good source of data 
concerning a person’s. . .view of the world” (p. 166)—in this case, my views about the artworks. 
Since my personal perspective, as well as position, is an important element in this study, my 
record of the experience is collected and analyzed, along with the data from artist-participants 
and other viewer-participants. Both the data from other viewer-participants and my own 
contributions are based on memories since the cases happened in the past. However, different 
from the viewer-participants’ data, which was collected through the interviews, which are limited 
by time, my personal data has more flexible and extensive time and context. 
Delimitations of the Study 
This study is limited in its scale and size, as it studied only three works by three 
individual artists, and nine of their viewers. The selection of research participants, the method of 
data collection, and its instrument were decided with the consideration of getting proper and rich 
data to illuminate the research questions, but at the same time I was limited to my own capacity 





The Selection of the Cases 
Only three artworks were primarily selected and focused on for in-depth and detailed data 
collection and discussion. Since the cases are limited to three, the findings cannot be generalized 
to reflect all aspects of PA happening today. While these cases can illuminate similar situations, 
they cannot represent other works of art. The findings are specific to the selected cases.  
Participants 
Artist-participants. Artist-participants are limited to three artists who have created 
artworks that have the elements of participation and/or interaction and viewers who participated 
in the works. Since the artist participants are the ones who created the selected cases, which 
primarily have the elements of participation and/or interaction, the findings and results cannot 
represent artists in general. 
Viewer-participants. Viewer-participants of this study (excluding myself) are limited to 
three for each case. The experiences of each viewer-participant cannot be the same as other 
participants due to the time and context in which they experienced the works, as well as their 
subjectivities. Their experience reflects their unique perspectives and positions. Thus, their 
experience cannot be generalized to the experiences of all viewers of the works.  
Researcher. The processes and the decisions made in this research are bound in all 
aspects by the purpose of the research and my point of view. I tried to stay as neutral as I could 
throughout the interview process. However, the purpose of this research and the questions asked 
cannot be free from my personal points of view and attitudes. This might influence the responses 
and answers of the research participants. Differently from the interviews, my subjectivity and 
personal experiences are reflected and described in the journals to elaborate upon my 





At the same time, as one of the viewer-participants who experienced the cases or similar 
works, my personal experience and perspective cannot represent or be superior to others. Also, 
my position as an artist is unique, as each individual forms their artistic identities and careers in 
different ways and understands their positions from different perspectives. Thus, my experience 
cannot be generalized either.  
Furthermore, my experience as a viewer and artist has influenced my positions and 
attitudes as a researcher, and has inevitably impacted the process of this research. I am the 
primary instrument of this research, which means I am making sense of the issue through my 
viewpoint (Merriam & Grenier, 2019). To be more specific, I was the one who made the overall 
decisions for this research; throughout the process of selecting cases, research methods, research 
participants, and research methods, as well as the data collection and analysis, all these elements 
were bonded to my personal understanding, past experiences, and subjective interpretation. 
Although it is impossible to eliminate my personal biases throughout the study, I made a constant 
effort to step back and reflect on my biases and be clear about my influences. For example, 
during the interview with viewer-participants, I realized that I had certain expectations that I had 
set up that their participatory experiences were somehow related to emancipation. However, 
through the interviews and listening to their experiences, I realized that the idea that 
emancipation is an important element in PA practices is part of my bias. As such, the process of 
this research made me face the biases I had and let me become aware of their influences on my 
study.  
Data Collection and Instrument 
The data from artists and viewers are also bound by their experiences and perspectives. 





however, since they are based on the subjectivities of each participant, the data cannot be 
generalized. Therefore, the outcomes of this research cannot be generalized, nor can they be 
representative of all possible cases or general phenomena of all participatory artworks.  
Also, the ways of collecting data were limited to qualitative research methods, including 
in-depth interviews with three artists, interviews with nine viewers, and my journal. Since the 
cases are the artworks that happened in the past, the data from the artists, viewers, and myself 
relied memory. 
These data collection methods, interviews and journal, could not capture all aspects. The 
interview data are not free from the subjectivities of interviewees, as well as the dynamics 
between interviewer and interviewee, which happen through the interview process. It can capture 
the aspects of the cases understood in the permitted context and time. Also, my journal could 
provide an insider’s perspective, but it is subjective to my personal experiences and values.  
Interview instrument. Lastly, due to the conditions of the global pandemic, the data 
collection was limited to online only. Also, due to Covid-19, data collection was only allowed to 
be online. The interviews took place via phone, Skype, or Zoom, which might have made it 
difficult to get the nonverbal signals from interviewees that one could only grasp through in-
person communication.  
Data Analysis 
For the data analysis, first I listened to the recordings (several times) and transcribed the 
interviews with the artist-participants and viewer-participants through. After the interviews were 
transcribed, I read the transcripts several times and tried to get the potential patterns and 





relevant to the power dynamics of PA practices. As I read the transcripts several times, 
comparing the responses from artist-participants’ interviews, I got six themes that covered the 
data and that demonstrated the interview questions well. They are (1) Artistic vision, (2) 
Participatory aspects, (3) Expectations about the viewers, (4) Execution of the works: 
relationship with viewers, (5) Art world influence, and (6) Reflection on the positions as an 
artist. I color-coded the transcript, which is matched to each theme. The transcripts are constantly 
cross-checked to obtain meaningful similarities and differences in themes between cases. I also 
read the transcripts from the viewer-participants several times to determine the themes within 
and across the cases, as well as to reflect upon and make sure the respondents served the research 
questions as best they could. The themes for viewer-participants are (1) Background, (2) 
Expectations and experiences, (3) Participation and decision-making, (4) Positions and 
reflections.  
After I color-coded the transcripts with themes, I started to write each case. I read each 
case several times, again focused on each theme, which helped me to write descriptions and 
condense the data concisely in an organized manner. At the same time, I tried to fully analyze 
and describe each case with detail. When needed, I put the data, such as the images of the works, 
to help to understand each case.   
As I transcribed, color-coded, and further analyzed the interview data, as well as wrote 
journals, I started to interpret the cases fully or in a cross-case manner. I made notes about the 
notable points across the cases or distinguishable aspects of an individual case. Throughout the 
process of developing my interpretations, I also tried to assess them to check if they reflected the 
research questions and the purpose of this study. Since this study is qualitative, the data from the 





reasoning. The findings were descriptive, as they drew upon the in-depth interviews, as well as 
my journals, which recorded the memories about the experience of art-making, participation, and 
observation of the artworks and their situations.  
After each case was fully analyzed under the themes as a whole, the cases were compared 
to deduct the differences and similarities for comprehensive understanding. Also, I reviewed the 























IV – FINDINGS 
Introduction 
 The findings are organized in three chapters which present three cases, each focused on 
one artwork. Each case is composed of three parts: artist perspective, viewer-participants 
perspective and experience, and researcher’s perspective and experience. The data from the three 
artists, nine viewer-participants, and the researcher’s experience was collected to address the 
different questions of this study, which are as follows:  
Given that participatory art is (1) tied to democratic practices, attempting to reposition 
spectators as performing participants, and (2) is in alignment with ideas of empowerment and 
emancipation, which involve power dynamics, how do power mechanisms function in 
participatory artworks by three artists? 
•       What is the artists’ perception of (1) the values of participatory art and their roles as artists 
and (2) what is the role of participants in their work? 
•       What roles do viewers play in the studied works and what influences their decisions as they 
participate? 
•       In what ways is power distribution enacted in artworks? 
•       How, if at all, do participants gain new knowledge/understanding/insights/perspectives 
through their experiences in participatory artworks?   
Each case drew from data from the interviews with artists and viewer-participants, as 
well as the journal entries that reflect upon my own experience of participation. To be specific, 
the interviews from the artist describes the artist’s artistic vision, participatory aspects of the 





participation, execution of the works, art world influence, and the artist’s reflection on their  
positions as an artist. The part of the viewer-participant, on the other hand, describes the 
background of each viewer-participant, their expectations about the work and experiences with 
the work, their participation and decision-making, and positions and reflections. Lastly, the part 
of the researcher’s journal describes my experience as one of the viewer-participants and also as 
a researcher who interviewed and collected data from the artists and other viewer-participants.  
The cases, Artlabor (2017-2018) by the artist Jaewook Koh, Please Excuse My Bad 
Attitude (2016) by Kilwon Ahn, and also Spinoff from the Facts (2019) by Kwantaeck Park are 
mainly researched. The section for the case Artlabor (2017-2018) is longer than the other two 
sections because it has the characteristics of a relatively long-term project which compiles 
several cases processed throughout a year. In the cases, I will rely upon what I learned from the 
artists and participants, as well as my own experience. 
Case 1: Artlabor (2017-2018) by Jaewook Koh 
Jaewook Koh is an artist who is in his 30s, and he has created various types of art 
projects which involve viewers’ participation or interaction. This study examined one of his 
representative art projects, Artlabor (2017-2018). In Artlabor (2017-2018), Koh attempted to 
realize the ideas of project participants. He recruited participants who have artistic imaginations 
and would like to realize their ideas. His role in this project was use his skill set as an artist to 
assist the participants in fulfilling their artistic and creative ideas. This project started with his 
curiosity about the positions of artists in the current society. According to Koh, artists today are 
recognized for their ideas, not necessarily for their labors or skills. He raised the question about 





the participants would still be the creators of the art if he worked on their ideas himself. Koh 
(2020) said 
When I reverse the position of creators and consumers, how would this work? What 
would happen to the artists who are thought of as ones who take the job of creation? In 
this project, what I did was the outsourced jobs, not a creation. Instead of using my pure 
creative ideas, I played around with the notion of the artist as a creator. I wanted to see 
how my position in the art world would be when I executed this conversion. 
 
During the follow-up conversation, however, Koh said that the creation and labor were 
inseparable, as he was positioning himself as a creator throughout the process of executing the 
project. Also, he stated that when he recalls what he did in the project it was similar to the role of 
Figure 1: Koh’s social media post to recruit the applicants for 





a consultant, although there were several roles he played which are further detailed in the 
“Execution of the works: relationship with viewers” section.  
Project Artlabor (2017-2018) was sponsored by Arts Council Korea (Arko) as a part of 
the Arko Created Academy Program in 2017. This program is to support young artists who are 
under the age of 35, providing critiques, peer feedback, financial aid, and the exhibition space. 
As a part of the sponsorship, the artist had to present the result in the gallery space, called Insa 
Art Space in Seoul, at the end of the project. There were more than 70 applicants (clients) who 
wanted to participate in Artlabor (2017-2018), and Koh worked on about 30 cases among those 
who he thought met the intention of the project and were within his ability to perform the 
artistic/creative intervention with the initial idea coined by the applicants (Figure 1).  
Among the fulfilled ones, he exhibited 13 of the cases in the gallery space. Those 13 
cases were selected after consultation with the Arko Academy curator, who considered the works 
that can be shown in the exhibition format and also the forms of various media used when the 
case was embodied and realized. The gallery space has three stories: basement, ground floor, and 
second floor. Since Arko was supposed to sponsor Koh’s solo show, the artist had to present the 
show as his own solo exhibition, even though he felt like it was a misrepresentation of the work. 
Instead, he placed each participant’s name next to each project presented in the gallery and 
marked it as a collaboration. The title of the show was Cross-platform (2018), and Koh 
performed in the basement during the show to get more applications from gallery visitors who 
might want to realize their own imaginative ideas as Koh wanted to continue the Artlabor (2017-
2018) project in the future.  
I participated in Artlabor in 2017. While I was installing for the solo show I had in 





up to see through the holes in the wall, which were higher than eye level for my installation 
piece. One of my fellow artists who was helping me install the show let me know that Koh was 
in the process of recruiting and executing Artlabor (2017-2018). Koh and I had a short 
discussion about what the best solution for my situation, and he and I went to the woodshop 
nearby to purchase the materials to build the slopes where viewers can walk up to reach the 
holes. The experience I had with his project will be discussed in more detail in the “Researcher’s 
Journal” section. 
Artist: Jaewook Koh 
Artistic vision. The reason why Koh creates art is to take the responsibility of 
contributing to society in his own way.  
What I realized after graduating from college, when I have messages to communicate, it 
is difficult to be accepted by society unless I am a politician. The best way for me as an 
artist to communicate is to permeate my experiences or the stories I want to share. 
 
Koh brought up one of his projects, Rentable Room (2015-), as an example of spreading a 
message in his own way. In this project, he installed a micro-cube movable hotel in an empty 
space in the city of Seoul. By placing a room where people could actually stay and use in 
abandoned or empty spaces, instead of asserting directly that people have to rethink the potential 
of these spaces, he lets participants experience the possibilities of them in person. He hopes that 
participants will eventually recognize the potential of empty spaces after their experience with 
Rentable Room.  
As can be seen from his intention with starting Artlabor (2017-2018), Koh is interested in 
the idea of creation and creators. According to the artist, everyone is a creator, but in different 
fields. What he hopes is to build spiritual bonds between people by sharing their personal tastes 





something unfamiliar. That is where the ideas are coming from. Koh said that strictly, there 
cannot be original things in the world because everything is under the influences of others and 
when these influences are accumulated and stretched, some changes happen, which we can call 
creation.  
When you have the pinch of sugar instead of salt that you have every day on your egg 
and realize that sugar on it can be also tasty, I think that this kind of experience can be the 
starting point.  
 
Koh emphasized that beauty and creation are not necessarily the exclusive property of art.  
Everyone is born and lives in their own ways which every single case contains the beauty 
of itself. The beauty is not a thing that you appreciate in the gallery with folded arms with 
an arrogant and serious face.  
 
He added that this idea that beauty is what one can find in daily life could weaken the power of 
the existing art world. He continued that art is not the only way but one of the ways of creation, 
and thus the experiences based on the creation do not have to be in or about the art world. This 
belief is embodied in intention of Artlabor (2017-2018). Instead of people just saying and 
dreaming of what they want to do, letting them experience the realization and actual execution of 
their creative ideas is essential to provoke changes. These changes are what he believes are the 
seeds of one’s creative power, and is ultimately what turns the people who consider themselves 
as viewers or consumers into creators or artists.  
The Korean social system has also motivated him to pursue the project Artlabor (2017-
2018). He thought that people in current Korean society lack their own tastes or interest. Their 
lives are exhausting, Koh claimed. For him, knowing one’s needs, interests, and tastes are vital in 
creation.  
Taste is pivotal in forming who one is. One’s taste influences one’s perspective toward 
the world and one’s thoughts. The problem of this society (in Korea) is just following 






As can be seen from his words, his understanding of creation is not far from one’s recognition of 
what one likes and wants to do. Therefore, his understanding of oneself cannot be separated from 
the act of creation. This is why he wants his viewers to actually live an experience rather than 
just verbalizing their wishes. His ultimate goal is to let viewers immerse themselves in the life of 
active creations.  
Participatory aspects. In the Artlabor (2017-2018) project, among 70 applicants, Koh 
chose to complete 30 cases, of which 13 were showcased.  Each case was approached and 
executed through assorted methods, as every case is unique and requires different needs. For 
example,  the position of each applicant was different, and they can be seen as either a 
collaborator, client, and participant. However, for the purpose of unity and to prevent 
miscommunication, the term applicant is used for every case described in this section. The cases 
below are the ones Koh explained to me during the interview.  
The examples which were further studied through the viewer-participant interviews are 
Examples 3, 4, and 5, where I also indicated the pseudonyms of the viewer-participants (Koh1, 
Koh2, and Koh3).  
Example 1: DJing. This case started with the applicant’s idea to share his music taste 
with other people through DJing on the stage. To realize this idea, a person who knows how to 
DJ was needed; however, neither the applicant nor Koh knew how to DJ. Koh recruited a DJ 
who could teach him and the applicant how to DJ with music mixers. The initial plan was that 
both Koh and the applicant would demonstrate DJing at the gallery opening, and they ordered the 
high-bar and costumes for the event. However, during the preparation, the applicant felt anxious 
to do it in the gallery setting, which made Koh the person who was in charge of learning and 





realize the applicant’s idea. He DJed on the opening night. Koh said that he did not have many 
music choices since he was a novice DJ, so he ended up playing House EDM, which is relatively 
easy to play (Figure 2).  
 
Figure 2: Koh DJing in the opening night 
 
Example 2: debut to the art world. The applicant used to be an artist before he became 
an office worker. When he was a working artist, he had only been included in a group show 
once. His unfulfilled creative idea was to re-debut into the art world, and he asked Koh for pieces 
of advice and instruction for his second art world debut. Koh helped the applicant write 
proposals for the shows and artist funding, as well as about the effective way to organize his 
artist portfolio. In this case, it was difficult to present the outcome since there was no tangible 
evidence of what Koh had done for the applicant. In the exhibition, Cross-platform (2018), 
which was the show Koh where presented the outcomes of Artlabor (2017-2018), Koh decided 
to make and play a video documenting him guiding the applicant  in his return to the art world. 





photographs—in order to fulfill the struggling artist’s dream to re-debut his work. The 
applicant’s works were shown in the small room on the second floor of Insa Art Space.  
Example 3: dance sports. In this case, the applicant (Koh2) wanted to express dance 
sports with artistic language, and thus let it be the work of art. This idea started with her doubts 
about why dance sports, such as cha-cha and rumba, are not considered to fine artworks like 
ballet or modern dance. For the applicant, it seemed like dance sports were far from the types of 
performance art presented in the gallery space. Since the   applicant and Koh’s initial plan was to 
perform together, Koh learned dance sports. However, Koh realized that it would not be a matter 
of just being presented in the art space because the presentation in his show would only be a 
temporary measure. Instead, he created a video story about the history of dance sports. 
Example 4: traveling avatar. The applicant (Koh3) is a public officer serving in an 
archival job, but she is also devoted to art. She wanted was to create memorable happenings with 
her fellow archivists in other countries whom she met through work. Koh printed a life-size 
photo of the applicant and sent it to the archivists, asking them to take photos with it as a record 
of this project. More than 50 images of the applicant’s life- size photo positioned next to her 
fellow archivists were collected (Figure 3). Koh said that this project was inspired by and 
borrowed the format from an early project where he photographed himself and asked others to 






Figure 3: A photo with Koh3’s avatar taken by one of Koh 3’s fellows 
Example 5: café / space. This applicant (Koh1) wanted to open a space after his 
retirement that reflects and is filled with his personal tastes, including his favorite computer 
games, comic books and songs. It seemed difficult for Koh to open a cafe for the applicant due to  
realistic matters, such as the rent for the space. Koh and the applicant decided to turn the ground 
floor of the gallery space into a cafe space filled with his personal belongings and collections of 
books. Also, the photographs he took were exhibited. In the space which is filled with his 





visitors. At that time, the applicant found another job, and thus the café / space only ran during 
the weekend (Figure 4). 
 
Figure 4: Koh1's collection and Koh displaying Koh1's belonging in the gallery space 
 
Example 6: hourglass. The applicant suffered from AIDS, and he said that he felt like 
hourglass because he felt that his life is falling like sand. He asked Koh to create an hourglass the 
same size as his body. It was unrealistic for Koh to create such a huge sculptural object, and after 
discussion with the applicant, Koh replaced this idea with a human-sized photograph of an 
hourglass. Three years after the completion of this project, the applicant debuted as an artist, and 






Figure 5: Koh live broadcasting the jegi game. 
 
Example 7: community sports. The applicant in this case wanted the entertainment 
routine activities that occur in his town community to be recognized as forms of art. People in his 
community enjoy playing go and jegi games in community spaces, such as the parks in the town. 
The applicant emphasized that the transition from daily practice to art would not harm the 
community or its activities. In the past, there had been cases where some fine artists had created 
sculptural installations in the park, but people felt uncomfortable and stopped using the space 
since they thought that, as art, those installations should not be touched or utilized. For example, 
the artists had created chess boards and related objects in concert with the town commission. 
However, these works failed to activate and accommodate the people to come and enjoy the 
activities since they were perceived as works of art that shouldn’t be interfered with. 
Koh decided not to create any sculptural objects or installations, but instead, let the 
people’s jegi game be the format of a tournament, which he would live broadcast with a 





game through Facebook. The promotional video was played in the pharmacy near the park where 
the tournament took place (Figure 5). 
Example 8: eyeglasses. The applicant wanted to have eyeglasses that perfectly fit his 
face. Koh learned how to design and make eyeglasses and tried to create a pair that took the 
applicant’s requests into account. However, Koh said that it was really challenging to make 
eyeglasses that satisfied the applicant.  
Example 9: studio moving and cleaning. One of Koh’s friends who knew what Koh’s 
Artlabor (2017-2018) project was about asked Koh to help him to move in and clean his new 
printmaking studio. 
Example 10: paying back. The applicant’s husband was once a working artist, but had 
become an office worker at the time of the project. The applicant was also an artist, and she 
heard that other fellow male artists badmouthed her husband for quitting his artistic career. She 
wanted to offend these fellow male artists in the same way they had offended her husband. Koh 
gave her an idea to say something about their nastiness when they were with their girlfriends so 
the artists could realize what it would be like when they heard bad things about themselves in 
front of their loved ones. 
Expectations about the viewers.  
 Artlabor applicants. The Artlabor (2017-2018) participants were initially the applicants 
taken from the groups of people Koh distinguished from the viewers who experienced the project 
via in the gallery setting. For him, it was not an easy task to define the applicants for Artlabor 
(2017-2018). They could perform as observers who coined the initial idea and stepped back to 
watch how he dealt with that idea, clients (this is the word he used most often when he explained 





gallery-viewers were not the same as viewers or participants. For the former, the project 
provided unusual experiences, as they performed the roles beyond just visiting and seeing the 
completed artworks. They were involved in the process of completing the project by providing 
the initial idea, participating in communication, collaborating with the artist, or performing the 
role of an artist. Koh further explained:  
As you can see from the video documentation of the jegi game tournament, for the 
players participating in the game, the live-broadcasting and the project itself were just to 
experience something different. I made a huge banner for the tournament and explained 
to them this could be the chance to see their lives as art, that is all. However, once the 
works are shown in the gallery setting, the character is changing. People who come to the 
gallery to see the works of art, they have a different attitude. 
 
Koh explained the different attitudes of the gallery-goers, which are different from the 
applicants—although there are ranges depending on their levels of participation and 
contribution—an attitude with a little bit of arrogance that comes from the distance they have 
from the work.  
Different experiences. As seen in the examples above, Koh had done a wide variety of 
jobs for the project Artlabor (2017-2018). For the applicants who were selected for the Artlabor 
cases, Koh aimed to let them experience something new and thus recognize the opportunity to 
have different perspectives toward life. For example, in the eyeglass case, Koh thought that 
although he did his best to make eyeglasses that would fit the applicant perfectly, it would have 
not been possible to fully satisfy the needs of the applicant because Koh is not a professional 
eyeglass designer. However, this experience of trying to find and create something could be the 
motivation to keep pushing forward for both Koh and the applicant. Like this, Koh believed that 
the satisfaction did not merely come from the outcome, but from the process that empowered the 





However, at the same time, Koh emphasized that the experiences he wanted to provide 
through his project ruled out negativity. he did not want the project Artlabor (2017-2018) to 
function in a way not to help one’s life better with negative mind set. He distinguished the truths 
that one should know and social issues that bring up the concepts, such as equality, from just 
provocative stimulations such as revenge making others hurt. He believes that the former one is 
what he would like to pursue for while the latter one is to avoid. This is the reason why Koh 
decided just to advise the applicant for the example of paying back rather than actually executing 
it by himself.  
Also, since his vision for Artlabor (2017-2018) was to provide a possible solution which 
brought new experiences to the viewers, making them realize their power to be active, he was 
skeptical about the example of studio moving and cleaning, because the applicant already knew 
that he wanted to clean and then move out of his studio, and then asked Koh to provide mere 
labor instead of some artistic ideas or creative input. Although Koh started this project to 
question the meaning of labor and ideas in art, he wanted to somehow have his artistic input 
reflected in each project, and thus the ideas given by the applicants had to have the space for him 
to play with his artistic interpretations. He counted this case as one example of an idea that was 
far away from the expectations he wanted to achieve through the project.  
The concept of viewers. According to Koh, the target audiences of his works had been 
different depending on the types of projects he created. When he was in his 20s, his target 
viewers were also people in their 20s who were of a similar age, and thus had shared interests. 
He said that at that time he misunderstood the concept that the same age group could only share 
the same sentiments. However, he realized that it was a very narrow thought since he 





As he distinguished between the applicants to his project and the gallery-visitors in the 
project Artlabor (2017-2018), he said that it had been a challenging task to make a clear 
definition of what viewers meant to him. With this struggle, he brought up the question: 
Is the viewer an art worker? Or, would it be all other people except myself? Or including 
myself? It is complicated. I initially set up the idea that all people including myself are 
the viewers because I sometimes giggled when I just came up with a new idea.  
 
Koh concluded that he himself as an artist is the very first viewer. He also said that he focuses on 
the message he wants to convey more these days, rather than thinking about the specific target 
audiences.  
Strategies and devices used for participation. 
Promotion. Koh utilized internet platforms such as Facebook, his website, and Naver, 
one of the largest portal sites in Korea, to recruit the applicants. His manual was posted and 
released through these internet platforms (Figure 1).  
Internet platforms are essential parts of his projects because they let viewers get to know 
about his projects and help him to recruit the participants. In one of past works, Rentable Room, 
viewers were allowed to book the space via websites for hotel and hostel booking. The website 
not only allowed people who were interested in the art projects, but also those who were looking 
for a place to stay, to reach and experience the works. This project was also in the newspaper two 
times, which contributed to its promotion. 
Arko also sponsored the advertising for Artlabor (2017-2018),  which let the project be 
exposed to a broader range of potential participants and viewers. According to Koh, there were 
not only people who related to the field of art showing interest in his project, but also more non-





Structure and relationship building. In Koh’s projects, the structure of the project and 
the relationships with the viewers are parts of designed strategies. (This will be briefly explained 
in this section and further detailed in the following sections.) 
Even though many people who showed interest in his project were not necessarily in the 
art world – about ten percent of the applicants worked in the art field, working as professional or 
art-related workers – it is undeniable that they had a will to be a part of the project and at the 
same time were interested in art regardless of the level of their knowledge and experience in art. 
It was an applicant who decided whether to participate. Their willingness to be a part of the 
project was the essential element for initiating the project. Since the structure of the project relied 
on the willingness of participants, all Koh could do at the recruitment stage was put out an 
advertisement and wait for the applications.  
Once the application was received, Koh explained the goal of the project to the potential 
participants and also introduced his past works, since he believed that this would help the 
applicants realize that they could actually have artistic experiences, which were not monopolized 
property of the artists or the art world. Once the applicants decided to participate in the project, 
Koh usually tried to spend more time with them and get to know them. This, he believed, would 
help to blur the lines between him as a creator and the participants as clients.  
I wait for the moments that the participants and I became friends, so the participants 
forget their positions as clients.  
 
He continued that although this relationship could not change the initial positions that the art 
project is born with, which is that Koh is an artist and the participants are the ones who 
commissioned the project, this friend relationship broadened the possibilities by influencing the 
participants’ tastes and attitudes toward life. These did not have to be grand changes. It could be 





of music they had not listened to before. In this way, Koh said, he was able to interfere and be 
involved in the lives of the participants.  
Execution of the works: relationship with viewers. In Koh’s art projects, the positions 
of viewers have been different depending on the types and purposes of the projects. Koh said that 
it is complex and that he and the viewers can take on multiple roles. In fact, his positions and 
those of the participants were not fixed, especially during the process of Artlabor (2017-2018). 
Further, in Example 1, where Koh DJed for the gallery on opening night, the initial idea was to 
let the applicant DJ the music he selected. Since the applicant did not have the skill to DJ, Koh 
needed to teach him how to DJ; in this case, Koh would take on the role of a teacher as the 
applicant became his student. However, Koh also did not have experience in DJing, and thus 
Koh invited someone who could educate both of them. Although the applicant was supposed to 
do the DJ performance alone, he felt uncomfortable being onstage. It was Koh who stepped in to 
DJ on opening night. As seen in this case, the positions of both Koh and the applicants kept 
changing during the project, as they continued to interact with each other and other 
environmental elements. The relationship was a client and artist relationship first and then shifted 
to fellow students when they learned DJ together. Eventually, it became a client and artist 
relationship again, but this time, Koh was not only an artist who fulfilled the creative idea of the 
applicant, but also a performer. 
Example 3, the case of the dance sports project, is similar to DJing in the way that Koh 
learned a new skill set in order to realize the applicant’s idea. The beginning idea was to do a 
dance sports performance with the applicant in a gallery setting. In this case, the applicant had 
seven-years of experience in dance sports, so Koh learned from her. Though Koh and the 





format, with research on the history of dance sports included. They both realized that a video 
with documentation about the history of dance sports, combined with footage of Koh practicing 
them, could connote more meanings and deeper concepts. In this case, the relationship between 
the applicant and Koh began as a teacher and student relationship, which turned into a 
collaboration.  
 Although the relationship dynamics were flexible during the process of completing each 
case, when the works were presented in the gallery setting, since the program that sponsored Koh 
only allowed him to use the gallery space for his works, he labeled himself as a main artist, while 
giving applicants the credit for each work they participated in.  
All applicants whose works were shown in Insa Art Space and I consented to have a 
show itself as my solo one yet all of them get the credits for their participated works. It is 
important how to credit the participants for me.  
 
 In this way, the clients’ positions could vary in the process of the project completion; 
they could be the initiators, participants, collaborators, or co-creators. However, when the project 
is in the system of art, such as the program that sponsored Koh, it made Koh decide to position 
them as collaborators rather than artists, which distinguished them from himself as an artist.   
Art world influence. Since Artlabor (2017-2018)  was sponsored by Arko, the project 
was examined and assessed by the committee members several times. Even before Arko, Koh 
said that he applied for several funding opportunities for Artlabor (2017-2018) for which he was 
not successful. Through this process of application and assessment, Koh’s position as an artist 
was also discussed with the critics and curators. It was a hurdle for him to get funding. 
I heard the comment that this project makes a play on words because anyway the person 
who first mapped out the plan and the picture for the project is an artist. It was the reason 
why I could not get funding from other organizations; the frame and the idea is by the 






Koh took this comment very seriously. In one way, this comment is criticizing his intention and 
the method of the project, but at the same time it enhances his doubts about the role of an artist, 
which was a reason why he planned this project. Through Artlabor (2017-2018), Koh wanted to 
question what elements make an artist. In today’s art system, it seems the artist is the one who 
has the idea and he or she does not necessarily have to be the one who has the skill sets to 
execute the idea or actually make tangible outcomes. He wanted to question this notion about the 
artist being the one who holds the creative ideas. That is the reason why he accepted the creative 
ideas from others and decided to perform the role, not necessarily of a creator, but of an executor 
who make the applicants ideas realized or their aims.  
As much as this question and the challenge to the notion of how an artist is defined in 
today’s art world is vital for Koh, the art world system is also an important consideration for him 
and his works.  
What makes (art work) is the system and the approval from the art world as it did to 
artists. I made works that were sarcastic about this mechanism. I created a video that 
introduces the art museum run by Artificial Intelligence in the 2500s. The main content 
of the video is that AI is a new mainstream after human beings almost collapsed and only 
about ten thousand left, runs art museums based on digital data humans have 
accumulated. The reason why AI tries to maintain art is for human beings with the belief 
that without the spiritual support from art, humans would not bear their life. What AI put 
in the museums are huge three-dimensional objects titled the sculptures that look like 
sculptures. It means that those objects did not have functions but they are in the museum 
and accordingly they become artworks. I see this would be the result based on the current 
art system we are in.  
 
Koh continued by saying that what decides someone is an artist or not is actually the systems and 
institutions. He said that those are not matters he can control over, instead what he focuses on is 
to fertilize life via creative activities. He criticized the photos the Seoul National Art Museum 
posted to their Instagram account of celebrities who visited the show. The intention of posting 





however, art is not an event to brag about or should be special. It is not important for him to be in 
the art system or to be considered a creator, but what really matters to him is the process of 
learning and enjoying, which he pursued and wanted the applicants to experience through 
Artlabor (2017-2018).  
Reflection on the positions as an artist. Koh said that when he executes projects like 
Artlabor (2017-2018) in which other people are involved, his sense of duty is different from 
when he creates works of art that are for the sole purpose of being presented in a gallery space. 
When he creates the platform and projects that work with other people, his stance is very flexible 
because he does not know who will join the projects and what positions they would have. He is 
open to all the possibilities, but is of the mind that he shouldn’t waste others’ time.  
However, at the same time, it is important for him that the project be interesting to him 
because he is the first viewer of his works. He said that he has a sense of understanding what will 
interest others, and it is important that the project interest them, as well. According to Koh, 
One of my strong points is the sharp catching on the common interests. Something like 
what would interest people… I sometimes use it [the ability to read the social needs] and 
sometimes not.  
 
As his position is flexible, he is also open to learning. In the cases where Koh did not have skill 
sets or the abilities to realize the participant’s idea, he invited the experts and sometimes he 
opened the workshops to learn.  
There are things I cannot realize. Since I am neither a music expert nor a novelist, I could 
not handle the request when I had clients who asked me to do something professional in 
the specific fields. In some examples like DJing and dance sports, in the beginning, I 
thought I could learn and it would be fun to know how to… which I regret later [laugh]. 
 
He put in considerable energy and time to learn new skill sets to realize the applicants’ ideas, no 
matter whether he actually utilized them for the project presentation. As he was open to the 





Some people asked me why my position as an artist is not clear since my roles are a little 
bit of everything about what the artist does, what the curator does, what the coordinator 
does, and so on…  
 
As he continued with Artlabor (2017-2018), he said that he was gradually convinced of what 
roles he could play. He perceived that the Korean art system and the viewer are distanced, and 
what he could do as an artist was to let people realize that art is not as difficult as they might 
think and thus help them to enjoy it. He even said that this role is something he could embody 
even if he was not an artist. No matter what titles he has, he wants to be the person who 
continues this experimentation.  
Viewer-participants in Artlabor 
This study researched three participants in Artlabor (2017-2018) who identified as non-
professional artists. However, all of them were interested in the field of art and artistic creation. 
Also, two of them had experience in art curation. Koh1 has dedicated his time and energy to art-
making, but before Artlabor, he had no experience with art shows. On the other hand, Koh2 is a 
curator with ample experience in the field of art, even though she had never had the experience 
of creating art herself. Koh3 also has experience in art curation, yet had no experience with art-
making prior to participating in Artlabor. I was able to contact them because Koh had their 
information.  
Viewer-participant #1: Koh1 (café / space project) 
Background. Koh1 went to the same high school as the artist Jaewook Koh, and they 
were in the same art class. Koh1 majored in engineering, and now he is working in the field of 
design engineering. Koh and Koh1 got back into contact with each other after several years after 





art has continued; he has made sculptures and paintings, as well. He has also been making 
photographs for almost ten years. Although Koh1 does freelance photography for advertising 
agencies as a side job, he had never had a debut as an artist.  
Besides photography, he has diverse hobbies and interests. He is interested in archeology 
and history, as well as collecting different kinds of books and electronic equipment. He also likes 
drinks such as coffee and tea, which he brews by himself at home. Since he favors art, he often 
goes to see art exhibitions. He believes that art has the power to arouse emotion and appreciation 
that is ineffable through other means of communication.  
By just seeing or feeling, you can experience all different kinds of emotions human 
beings can have. Although right now it is not in front of your eyes or hearable at that 
moment, if there is a chance to be triggered, then you can see and the scenes are played. I 
like these kinds of things, and this is what I ultimately express (through the means of 
art).  
 
In relation to this, Koh1 also talked about the painting he wanted to purchase when he had just 
started working. He found an African painting that he was strongly attracted to. He went to the 
gallery every week for two months to see that painting, which reinforced his belief about the 
power of art.  
Expectations and experiences. Although Koh and Koh1 were in contact, Koh1 first 
learned about the Artlabor project (2017-2018) from Koh’s SNS. Since they are friends and 
Koh1 had been interested in art prior to participating in Artlabor (2017-2018), Koh1 had 
information about Koh’s artworks.  
Artlabor (2017-2018) is a type of participatory art that Koh has been creating for a while. 
[I knew that] Koh is an artist who questions the differences; between the professional 
artists and the artists who take art as a hobby; between the artists and laborers; between 
art and labor. Then, is art for art's sake or the outcome of the labor? Koh is an artist who 






When Koh1 first applied, he wanted to show other people the photographs he took. However, as 
Koh1 and Koh continued the conversation, they reached the idea that what one is interested in is 
expressed through the form of art, such as paintings and photographs, and thus decided to present 
Koh1’s personal belonging, such as his collections of books with his photographs (artworks).  
When someone takes photographs, the technical skills can be important, but I believe that 
also the humanistic and sociological aspects one has is significant. What I have 
experienced throughout my daily life for 38 years is expressed through the form of 
photography. For someone, it can be a poem or novel, for others, it can be the form of 
music, for me, it is photographs and paintings.  
 
This is why Koh1’s personal belongings were displayed along with his photographs as a 
microcosm of his living room . In the gallery space, the photographs he took were placed on the 
shelf with his books, showing his interests. His favorite movies and games he likes were played 
in a loop on a monitor to one side.  
  Koh1 recalled that it was a little bit scary at the beginning, and at first he was shy about 
presenting his personal belongings in public because those can show what is inside of him; who 
he is; what he likes; what thoughts he has. He wanted to focus more on his photographs for this 
reason. However, he was very satisfied with the result of showing the microcosm of his personal 
space and his photographs. Since his belongings and collections are related to the photographs he 
took in terms of their subject matters and perspectives, viewers can find the connections between 
them. Koh1 elaborated:  
The way I displayed both my belongings and photographs was effective as viewers pay 
more attention to my photographs which took up relatively a small portion of the show. I 
ground coffee beans and made coffee on the spot for the visitors, and we had 
conversations; which was successful I think.  
 
The show lasted for a week, and Koh1 was in the gallery space on the weekend when he did not 
have to work. When he was present, visitors were able to talk about the selection of his 





an effective way to communicate. He also said that it was interesting that often art shows only 
present the outcomes, but in his case, both his outcomes (photographs) and the inspirations were 
shown together, which allowed visitors to take one step closer to his works through an 
understanding of his life and tastes.  
What thoughts one has, what music one listens to, and what drinks one likes... These 
tastes can influence [art-making]. For example, I can take a photograph just by the reason 
the object looks nice; but when I am interested in a certain historical issue, I might stop 
and take out my camera in front of the object that has a semiotic relationship with the 
issue even without noticing it. People might only see the superficial aspects of the 
photographs, the outcomes, in the show; of course, it is astonishing that some amazing 
artists can embody this connection only through the outcome. However, I am not at that 
stage yet. That’s why I think the way how I displayed (my belongings and photographs 
together) was a good choice.  
 
Participation and decision-making. While Koh1’s project was shown on the ground 
floor of the gallery, there was another part of the show Koh1 participated in. In the basement, 
Koh made a metal structure which he sat inside to meet and talk with the visitors about the 
project. Koh1 helped Koh to design the metal structure. However, Koh1 said that he just gave 
advice on designing the structure. 99.99% was designed by Koh, such as the ideas and 
performance. On the other hand, the idea to transform the ground floor into space for a cafe was 
Koh1’s. Also, Koh1 actively participated in the café / space project while it was on.  
Although I could not be in the space all the time because of the work, I stayed during the 
weekend; when visitors came, we talked about the space and related to each other. For 
example, one viewer might start talking about the photograph such as where and when it 
was taken; this could be a starting point to create the sympathy sharing in which books 
and experiences would influence the choices I made for the photograph.  
 
On the other hand, space for the show was already decided before the idea and application. Koh 
was responsible for the spatial arrangement and advertisement for the show. Also, while the 
initial idea to transform the space into a cafe was Koh1’s, the decisions about how to display and 





process and decisions he made during his participation in Artlabor as two out of five. According 
to Koh1, Koh contributed considerable parts of the space in terms of the visual and display 
aspects.  
Since I did not have much experience in art shows, I needed advice on how to utilize the 
space; where to put the shelves and tables, what size monitor to use, etc. Space itself is 
limited, it was a different story on how to be efficient with space. If I was the only one 
who decided everything about the gallery space, I think the gallery space would look like 
a market scattering everything. Koh was very helpful with that aspect; how to organize 
and how to present.  
 
Koh1 said that while the role of Koh in the show was the producing and planning, his role was 
making an appearance and offering the props. Considering all the aspects, Koh1 said that his 
level of contribution to the café /space project would be three on a scale of five. According to 
Koh1, although it was Koh1 who provided the resources, such as his belongings, collections, and 
photographs to fill the space, and conversed with visitors during the show, it was Koh who 
initially planned and helped Koh1 throughout the process of the show, which was significant for 
the art exhibition.  
Positions and reflections. The experience of participating in the Artlabor project (2017-
2018), for Koh1, helped him to refine his position toward his photographs. Though he used to 
take photographs for his own satisfaction, he started to think about whether others would be 
satisfied with his photographs. Also, he affirmed his base assumption of the café/space project, 
connecting art and life, through his experience in the project.  
The trajectory of one's life of one is very subjective and personal; it is solely about what 
one has seen, learned, and experienced. Since the perspective one has is based on those, I 
think everyone’s life is art; only the genre is different.  
 
For  him, everyone’s life is unique, and this uniqueness is the basis for art. According to Koh1, 
professional artists try hard to persuade others with their points of view, while non-professional 





However, for him, what is meaningful is to understand others who have different backgrounds 
and experiences. This can be difficult, but Koh1 continued, the process and the attempt to 
understand others’ lives can be art by itself. In this sense, for Koh1, the capabilities of the 
viewers are as important as the capabilities of the artists. Koh1 reflected upon how generous and 
kind it is of an artist to presents one’s experiences in order to share indescribable emotions and 
moments, if the viewer does not have the basic understanding of this, it would be difficult to start 
the communication; both the artist and viewer – or everyone – has to be open to others’ 
perspectives, which represents the trajectory of one’s life. Since one of the ultimate aims of 
Koh1’s project was communication with others, this belief Koh1 had was well-depicted in the 
cafe project.  
Viewer-participant #2: Koh2 (dance sports project) 
Background. Koh2 is a curator who has been learning dance sports for almost ten years. 
Koh2’s motivation to participate in the Artlabor (2017-2018) started from her interest in 
performing arts. Since she practiced dance sports for several years, she wondered if dance sports 
could be performed in the field of fine art.  
In the cases of performance art, there are different types of dancing. However, I found out 
that the field of fine art most focused on contemporary dance, which made me think there 
are different levels in dance. I wondered how dance sports, which have never experienced 
a fine art system, could set in the gallery space.  
 
Since she is not an artist but has experience in the art field and system, she was familiar with 
what has been and can be accepted in the field of art; dance sports is not one of them. She knew 
Koh and was familiar with his works previous to Artlabor (2017-2018), as she had arranged an 





Expectations and experiences. Although Koh2 knew about Koh and his works, Koh2 
recalled that at the beginning, she did not have any idea how the Artlabor project (2017-2018) 
would work. Nonetheless, she said that her previous knowledge and experience with Koh’s work 
formed her expectations:  
There are artists who have experience in the art system and who do not. Koh has 
relatively lots of experience in the art system, and he is interested in questioning this 
system. This information about Koh influenced my expectation. 
 
The first plan Koh2 and Koh had for the dance sports project was the actual performance of 
dance sports in the gallery. Koh2 introduced dance sports teachers to Koh. Koh and Koh2 
simulated several possibilities for performing dance sports in the gallery space: whether Koh 
alone would perform, Koh and professional dancers would perform together, or professional 
dancers would take these performing jobs. Koh and Koh2 agreed that Koh would learn and 
performed dance sports in the gallery space. However, while Koh was learning dance sports, he 
also had to run several other Artlabor projects, which made focusing on learning dance sports a 
stressful. Instead of performing dance sports in the gallery, Koh researched the history and origin 
of dance sports, and he made videos with old clips about dance sports he found through his 
research. Koh2 said that this process was initiated by Koh, although he got her consent. The 
video was played on a small, old monitor, as Koh thought the content fit this format. The video 
clips of Koh practicing dance sports were also inserted in the video that introduced and presented 
the whole Artlabor project.  
Although it was different from her first conception of how her idea would be realized, 
Koh2 evaluated the way Koh placed Koh2’s idea into the gallery space as being well-done. The 





dance sports could be placed into the conventional fine art system. However, she said that if Koh 
could have enjoyed the process of learning dance sports, it would have been more meaningful.  
The way he placed the idea into the gallery was really great; he has been always good at 
that. However, it was a little bit of a pity that he could not enjoy the whole process of 
learning dance sports. Also, he had to manage several projects at the same time, almost 
ten projects at once, it seemed he could not enjoy dance sports that much. It is important 
in dance sports to enjoy the process of learning and connecting with each other (as it is a 
form of dance where two people are dancing together). I felt sorry that it seemed he did 
not experience those parts of dance sports.  
 
Koh2 also recalled that, although it seemed intense to Koh to process several projects at the same 
time, it was interesting to her to be able to see how others were proceeding. At the same time, it 
made Koh busy working, which made it difficult to expect the outcome of her idea. However, 
since she knew about the Insa Art Space, where the outcomes were exhibited and also about the 
program which supported the Artlabor project (2017-2018), she could expect how things would 
work. 
Insa Art Space is not [a] space where everyone can showcase their art. It runs with a 
national budget. Koh’s show was planned to be shown in Insa Art Space for a long time, 
and he also had planned how to embody his project in this space. So I expected there 
would be many things happen[ing] at the same time.   
 
She said that it was interesting how Koh managed several projects in different simultaneously. 
She also recalled that one of her friends also applied, but was not selected for the show, which let 
her see the intention of the project more clearly and how Koh had selected the applicants based 
on his idea of Artlabor.  
Participation and decision-making. Koh2 said that her role in the project was to give 
Koh a clue about the project, and in doing so, she initiated it. Also, Koh interviewed Koh2 about 
the reason why she started to have an interest in dance sports. Besides this, she introduced 





autonomous. However, Koh2 thought that Koh took the leading role in the project because he 
made the decision to the research and make a video that would replace the performance. 
Since several projects were going on, I could not ask Koh to put more weight on my 
project. However, although Koh made decisions on his own, or I did not play an 
important role, it did not mean the process was not autonomous.  
 
Koh2 rated the degree of her contribution to the project as three out of five.  
I could not say that the score of my contribution [to the project/show – it seemed that she 
focused more on the outcome shown in the exhibition rather than the process of the 
project] was five out of five since there were other projects [by other applicants] as well. 
Nevertheless, from all Artlabor projects, the part this case took was not small. I think that 
the portion of the dance sports project in the whole Artlabor video was not short.  
 
Also, if there was a part of the project that was a less autonomous, Koh2 continued, it was not 
because of the authority the artist, had but rather because Koh took the leading role to make 
decisions and create the outcomes to display in the show. It was difficult to predict what would 
happen to the project since several things were happening at the same time. Also, it was Koh 
who made the decision on what and where to show.  
Positions and reflections. Although Koh2 is not an artist, she works in the field of art, 
and has had several experiences with organizing the participatory projects in the gallery. She said 
that the experience of participating in Artlabor (2017-2018) was not necessarily influential to her 
life, but it provided the benchmarks for how to approach participatory projects. Also, it worked 
as a reference and gave her the possibility to re-think her role as a curator in comparison to the 
role of the artists.  
I have talked with others these days about the differences between the roles of curators 
and ones of artists. I think in Koh’s project, his role was pretty much closer to the roles of 
curators although he also performed roles of an artist—such as making videos—but what 
he did was to proceed with the project while seeing the whole. I think this is the 
phenomenon and attitude of these days many artists have. Of course, the artists might 
have better capacities in sensual spatial perception, however, from the perspective of the 






Koh2 said that what she has done as a curator is similar to the role Koh performed in the 
Artlabor project. Although she thinks there was a similarity, when it comes to the details, there 
were differences between the roles of curators and Koh’s role in Artlabor in terms of autonomy. 
She said that usually the relationship between the curator and artists was tied to power, since 
artists can get into the art system, represented by gallery space, through the selection of the 
curator. On the other hand, in the cases of Artlabor, most of the participants/applicants were non-
artists, which made them feel less pressure to get their work into the gallery space. For artists, it 
would be important to be in the gallery space because it is related to their careers, but for the 
participants of the Artlabor, it was more of a matter of curiosity of how their ideas would be 
depicted in the language of art.  
Koh2 defined herself as a participant in the Artlabor project, and she said that the role she 
performed and Koh’s role were clearly distinguished. Also, she said that it wasn’t a burden to be 
part of Koh’s project compared to the projects she carried out as a curator. For her, based on the 
definition of art, everyone can be an artist if they want to.  
Viewer-participant #3: Koh3 (traveling avatar project) 
Background. Koh3 is an archivist. She has three years of experience in art show 
curating, but she has never created art herself. She said that she has always been interested in art 
exhibitions. She participated in Artlabor (2017-2018) because she was already acquainted with  
Koh. She first met Koh at an exhibition Koh was presenting. While they were talking about this 
and that, she heard about Koh’s previous project, On Your Mark (ongoing) and was inspired. On 
Your Mark is the project where Koh sent his life-sized photo to people around the world, and 
people take photos with Koh’s image avatar and send them back to him. Koh3 had several 





them through work, as she used to attend seminars in her work at foreign corporations. She 
wanted to visit them in person, but it was impossible for financial and logistical reasons. With a 
wish to visit them, she decided to experiment and play out her version of On Your Mark 
(ongoing) with Koh as a part of the Artlabor project (2017-2018).   
Expectations and experiences. Since Koh3’s motivation to participate in Artlabor was 
inspired by Koh’s On Your Mark (ongoing), she had certain expectations about how the project 
would work. Just like he had done with himself in On Your Mark, Koh took Koh3’s photograph 
and printed a life-size avatar. Koh3 contacted her friends and acquaintances via email or 
Facebook to ask if they would like to participate.  
We [Koh3 and Koh] made a 5’2’’ photograph avatar, which is the same size as me. I sent 
this avatar (to my friends and acquaintances), and they took photos as they were really 
treating me [like I was there in person]. It was meaningful to me, and also I was thankful 
to them.  
 
For those of her friends whom she met through the seminars were also archivists for 
organizations in different countries, and they took photos of themselves with Koh3’s avatar to 
introduce their archiving systems and organizations. The photos they sent to Koh3 made it look 
like she had visited the places and they showed her friends’ affection for her. She recalled it as 
an opportunity to be able to check in with each other. The second group of participants of her 
avatar project were the people she met in seminars for archivists. When they received the avatar 
of her, they not only took photos with her avatar, but also brought it around to other seminars and 
parties. The other group of participants was her Facebook friends. She messaged some of her 
Facebook friends in other countries, and some of them showed interest in her avatar project. 
They took photos with her avatar in the places they considered meaningful. Those photos came 
with short descriptions about the reasons for the choices they made; why they took photos in 





 This project targeted her friends and acquaintances in other countries where she could not 
visit, and Koh3 evaluated what she did as very meaningful, as well as experimental. Also, since 
she is an archivist, the project was related to archiving projects, as she collected the photos and 
stories from others. She said that it was an interesting experience and successful, considering it 
was her first time trying the art project. Also, in the beginning, she worried whether other people 
would help her to carry out this project because the target participants were not necessarily her 
close friends but friends she had mostly met at work. However, there were more positive 
responses and interest about the project than she expected and some of them even suggested that 
they could bring her avatar on their business trips or other occasions in the future if she did the 
project again. She was satisfied that about 30 people participated.  
Participation and decision-making. Koh3 said that the project started as she was having 
a conversation with Koh. It was not something she suggested or planned ahead. Koh3 said that 
the role of Koh was that of a director who managed projects, not only hers, but also others, and 
harmonized the different projects together.  
Koh helped artists [participants] to work well. I thought his role would be a director if we 
see the project as a film, or a stage manager if we see the project as a play.  
 
On the other hand, Koh3 said that her role was to perform her part with the coaching of Koh. The 
first photograph was made with Koh. After that, Koh3 took the jobs of contacting, informing 
about the project, sending the avatar, archiving the photos received from others, and sending 
them to Koh. Koh printed and framed the photos Koh3 collected, and they discussed how they 
would be displayed in the show. Koh3 said that she did 90 percent of the work for the project. 
Considering all these processes, she rated her contribution as a six on a scale of one to five, with 
five being the actual highest number in the range. Also, she said that all the decisions made 





helped her with the methodological aspects. Koh3 recalled that Koh advised her on key points 
for each stage of the project, which made the project successful.  
Positions and reflections. Koh3 said that the experience of participating in Artlabor 
(2017-2018) and proceeding with the avatar project let her realize that art is not something 
difficult. She believes that everyone is an artist but not everyone actually executes it.  
When I see my colleagues, some of them really enjoy going to the concert or art shows, 
and some of them start learning to play the piano regardless of their age. They said that it 
gives unexpected joy. I think everyone has the desire to express, through writing, through 
painting, and more. Just they do not actually do it [laugh].  
 
It was Koh3’s first time actually doing an art project, and it gave her the courage to do other 
interesting projects in the future. Through this experience of actually executing, she said that her 
mindset has changed to a more positive one; instead of giving up before doing something, once 
she has the goal, she can try and do it.  
 Also, she said that her project would give positive influences on the participants of her 
avatar project. According to Koh3 this project changed the perceptions of the participants. By 
learning about the intentions and process of the project by participating in it, they could realize 
that these entertaining experiences could be art and artwork. It was the participants who had to 
make decisions, such as where to take photographs and with whom to take the photographs with . 
When Koh3 received the photographs from the participants, some of them took the photographs 
with interesting poses, which she considered to be artistic choices and interests. The decisions 
they made and the meanings they gave to photographs already made them artists, according to 
Koh3. This experience made her realize that art is something closer than she thought, and it 
could be made and performed by ordinary people, not necessarily the exceptional few. Especially 





something, but if one has plans and ideas on social issues or interesting projects, one can execute 
it as a form of performance, which are not conventional forms of artworks.  
Researcher’s Journal  
In June 2017, I was installing works for my solo show in Seoul. The gallery space was a 
renovated Korean traditional house (Han-ok), which tried to keep the characteristics of the 
architectural structure and characteristics of the Han-ok. Since the space was not a typical white 
cube space, I planned to utilize its traits. The gallery space was roughly divided into three rooms. 
One of the rooms had a small room inside which had a high floor with wooden sliding doors. To 
get into the small room, one had to climb up. I decided to keep the door closed and let viewers 
see inside from the small holes drilled into the door, where they could see a video installation 
playing in the small room. However, since I imagined the work was hidden and thus viewers 
would be led on an exploratory adventure, I wanted to make the installation accessible only 
through the viewers’ exploration of the space, although it required a small amount of effort and 
energy for viewers. For this reason, I decided to put the holes above eye level, thus viewers had 
to step up in order to see the installation on the other side of the small, inner room. I was 
struggling with how to design the stools to step on. I first thought of a stair-shaped stool. 
However, I was worried about the safety of the viewers. If their attention was fixed on the 
installation, there would be the possibility that they might lose their footing on the stair. Also, 
since my main focus was on the media installation. I am not good at making structural objects, 
which made it difficult for me to think and realize the possibilities for playing with the diverse 
designs of the stools. While I was strategizing about the best way to design the stool with one of 





doing a project where he was helping other people to realize their ideas. This was how I first 
learned about Artlabor (2017-2018).  
I knew Jaewook Koh through a mutual fellow artist. I remember that I went to one of his 
Rentable Room projects when the rooms were installed on the top floor of an old commercial 
building in Dongdaemun. Although I did my undergraduate education in Korea, since I lived 
abroad for almost ten years after graduation, I was not familiar with the art scene in Korea. Koh, 
on the other hand, had several experiences doing art exhibitions and projects, and had gotten 
funding from the government and organizations in Korea. Sometimes he gave me valuable 
advice on opportunities for artists. At that time ,when I asked Koh to give me a hand for my 
show installation, the information I had about Koh was limited; I knew that he was a young 
emerging artist who was busy working on several projects which were somehow related to the 
community or to collaboration with others.  
With the recommendation of the fellow artist who was helping me with my show 
installation, I called Koh. Luckily, at that time he was in a residency program in the same town 
as the gallery where my show was opening. He came to the gallery, and we talked about the best 
possible design for the stool. I explained to him what I wanted to realize, and we talked about a 
few possibilities. He suggested a stool with the sliding design instead of a stair shape so viewers 
could gradually walk up, and also safer than a staircase when their eyes were drawn to the 
installation. Once the design was fixed, he searched the woodshop nearby to purchase the 
materials. He bought two panels of wood and constructed the triangle-shaped stools based on his 
sketch. Instead of one, he and I decided to create two—one was for each foot of the viewer. After 





At the time that he designed and created the stools for my show, I was not familiar with 
Artlabor (2017-2018). I heard a brief explanation about the project before he started designing 
the stools, however the information I had was limited since we were in a rush to finish the 
installation for the show. I remember at that time I understood that he was offering to help people 
who needed his artistic knowledge or skills, and he was planning to exhibit the outcomes. I 
agreed to exhibit the stools and the documentation of the work if needed when he wanted to 
present them in his show. Thanks to Koh, my installation was successful. It was well-designed 
and made as I wanted it to function. After the show, Koh took the stools with him with my 
agreement. I also heard that he became busy working on others’ projects. That was all I knew 
about Artlabor (2017-2018) before I started working on this research.  
To find the works with participatory or interactive elements that I had also participated 
in, I remembered how Koh had helped me and the purpose of his project. I occasionally heard 
about his Artlabor project (2017-2018) and sometimes saw his other works, and thus I was able 
to keep up with his news. I asked him if he could tell me how the Artlabor project (2017-2018) 
went, and I thought that the project would be a good fit for this research project.  
While interviewing him, I realized that he had done many different jobs for the Artlabor 
project (2017-2018). I knew that he was planning to show the outcome in the gallery space, but I 
could not see it because I was abroad and did not know about the show at that time. Also, when 
he explained how the projects went, his focus was on each case and its process, not the 
exhibition itself. The art show was mandatory for the program that funded the project, and I think 
the project itself is valid enough even without being presented in the gallery.  
Before the interview, my memory of Artlabor was limited to my own experience. Since 





participant/applicant, but also as an artist (since I was working on my art show). I remembered it 
as more of an artist-to-artist relationship, with a bit of the applicant artist relationship dynamic, 
as well. At that time, I asked Koh if he wanted to get the credit for his contribution to my show 
because he contributed to my work. He said that he did not need to be credited for my show, but 
instead he might want to put my name on the Artlabor project. My relationship with Koh had a 
little bit of a different starting point from the other cases I heard about from Koh. The context 
positioned me as an artist, which helped me to understand his project as assistance from a fellow 
artist.  
Throughout the interview with Koh, my understanding of Artlabor changed, which also 
made me think back about my experience and position. I had understood Artlabor as a project 
that added skills and techniques to the applicant’s artistic ideas. In this context, when Koh 
created the step stools for my art show, a portion of that involved his creative ideas, but I thought 
his project was focused on the idea of his physical labor. However, it seemed the artist preferred 
the cases that not only showcased his artistic labor, but also reflected his creative ideas. It made 
me think about the word “Artlabor,” as well as the questions Koh1 raised. What are the 
differences “... between the artists and laborers; between art and labor. Then, is art for art's sake 
or the outcome of the labor?” (Koh1, personal communication). Would the labor and artlabor be 
different? If they are, then what makes labor artlabor? With these questions, I think as far as he 
called his labor “artlabor,” it is not mere labor, as he initially claimed. 
The interviews with viewer-participants gave me different insights into the projects from 
the perspectives of the other applicants. I thought that my stance would be different from other 
applicants since I was already positioned as a professional artist and a fellow artist from the 





toward the action of art in life were similar and different at the same time. For Koh1, art and life 
are inseparable and living life is already a form of art. For Koh2, on the other hand, art goes by 
how it is defined. Koh3 said that art is something that can be driven from creative ideas and 
makes life more entertaining (discussed further in Chapter V). The context of my case was 
different from the other viewer-applicants because I was also responsible for the outcome of the 
project because the steps were displayed in my show, although they were the outcome of Koh’s 
labor and creation. If in other viewer-applicants’ cases, the responsibility was more weighted on 
Koh, in my case, since it was my show, the weight of responsibility was on my side, since the 
piece was first presented as a part of my art show. These reflections raised several questions. 
How does this responsibility work? What would have been like if the context was not my art 
show but in different contexts? If it were in different contexts, would I have positioned myself as 
an applicant or an artist in this experience -- regardless of the fact that I am a working artist? 
How were these positions formed? 
Case #2: Object of Criticism (2016) by Kilwon Ahn 
 In this case, I mainly examine the work Object of Criticism (2016) by Kilwon Ahn, 
which was presented at her solo exhibition Please Excuse My Bad Attitude (2016). The show 
Please Excuse My Bad Attitude was placed in the Sunkwang Gallery in Incheon with support 
from the Sunkwang Cultural Foundation. Please Excuse My Bad Attitude (2016) occupied two 
big gallery rooms and one room was wholly occupied with Object of Criticism (2016). In another 
room, she presented several sculptural artworks including, Untitled (2015; 2016), which used a 
toy vending machine, the Untitled (2015-) series, which is the series of sculptural objects that 





which will be focused on in more detail in this study. For the purpose of clarity, I will call 
Untitled (2015-)  “the series of  Untitled (2015-),” since they are multiple works different from 
Untitled (2015; 2016), which is the single work that was shown twice in different years.  
Kilwon Ahn is an artist using varying types of media. She is in her early forties and she 
lived and studied in the United Kingdom for more than ten years. She came back to Korea in 
2015, and since then she has lived and worked in Seoul, making mostly sculptures and 
installations. She is interested in creating something unclear and uncertain and obscure. This 
might explain why many of her artworks are titled “Untitled.” She said that when she makes art 
pieces, she cares if the works contain a certain atmosphere that she wants to give off, rather than 
whether they deliver messages in a direct and clear sense. She wants the viewers to feel 
ambiguity, which is not fixed into one meaning. Her pieces often have interactive elements. For 





example, her sculptures often invite viewers to act as in the Untitled (2015-) series, where she 
induced viewers to play with familiar objects, such as a door knocker or a peephole. In her 
installation, Object of Criticism (2016), the existence of the viewers triggered the light sensor, 
which brought changes to the work. 
 In Untitled (2015; 2016), she used the capsule toy vending machine to embody and 
enhance the idea and characteristics of unpredictability by replacing the glass part of the box 
with so that viewers couldn’t see in. In the 2015 version, she took out the toys and put a small 
white puzzle piece. She also provided instructions with information about the object with the 
work. In the 2016 version, on the other hand, she left the capsules empty. Also, she did not allow 
the audiences to operate the machine; instead, she installed a bulb inside of the vending machine 
and turned it into a lighting object (Figure 6).  





Her other piece, the Untitled (2015-) series, combined objects we can easily see and 
experience. Its physical appearance, a door knocker or a peephole with a hardcover book, 
reminds viewers of a wall because of the functionality of a doorknocker or a peephole. People 
can see through the book or knock on the book. It seems that a door knocker or a peephole 
function as a device to assist viewers to interact with a book and get into the contents of a 
hardcover, which according to Ahn, is usually difficult to read and understand, as she 
intentionally chose the books that look difficult. However, the door knocker or peephole pierced 
the entire book and thus tied it, not allowing it to open. The devices like a door knocker and 
peephole are, in real life, a way to communicate / connect the inside to the outside, but in Ahn’s 
works, they block the possibility of looking inside or the possibility to open, which creates the 
irony. Ahn explained that the Untitled (2015-) series might be the cases that accurately depict 





what she wanted to realize through her works—the ironic situation for communication—which is 
the reason why she picked this series as one of her representative works.  
 Different from the two works explained above, which are in the forms of objects, Object 
of Criticism (2016) is an installation piece consisting of rectangular-shaped big wooden panel 
construction, rope, lights, sensors, and smoke (Figure 7). The work consists of one large wooden 
construction, which has florescent lights installed inside, a coil of rope on the floor, and the blue 
line light on the gallery wall bent into an irregular zigzag pattern. The basic setting of the work is 
florescent lights installed inside of the large wooden construction, which consists of three 
wooden panels. These florescent lights go on when the viewers approach the construction and 
smoke comes from them at the same time. The light is activated by the sensor and the smoke is 
controlled by the artist who is at the spot. This work was displayed in a large room in the gallery 
and created the most lasting impression of the show since it was the biggest and the first work 
viewers encountered when they entered the space. From the visual perspective, she wanted the 
work to look like the composition of dot, line, and face, which she thinks of as the basic elements 
for visual forms—wooden construction as a face, the blue line light on the wall as a line, and a 
coil of rope as a dot. Since it has sensors at the edge of one side that detect the viewer’s 
movement, the light inside of the wooden construction was turned off when the viewers were 
closer (Figure 8).  
At the same time, she operated a smoke machine in the construction, so the whole space 
became murky and dark when the viewer approached, as the artist controlled it with remote 
control. Gas, which does not have fixated forms like smoke, is a material she is interested in and 
would like to utilize more in her future works. She said: 
Gas creates an atmosphere. It is different from the structure which has specific physical 






The characteristics of gas have met her interests in the ideas of ambiguity and uncertainty. In 
Object of Criticism (2016), smoke and light block the attempts of people to see and explore the 
installation piece. Also, Object of Criticism (2016) is the work that initiated her thinking about 
the devices that interact with or react to the situation. She said that she is trying to find new 
concepts that can merge the interests she has explored with her previous works.  
Artist: Kilwon Ahn 
Artistic vision. For Ahn, the ideas of uncertainty, ambiguity, and irony, which are at the 
heart of her works, are not only limited to communication between people. According to Ahn, 
these ideas can be manifested and found in the situations of the understanding of knowledge or 
animals; everything has aspects of uncertainty and ambiguity. As obscurity is a key concept in 
her art, she wanted viewers to experience a feeling of failure and irony when looking at her 
works. However, she didn’t want to evoke a strong feeling, such as offense or anger, but more 
like slight embarrassment and confusion.  
The motivation of making art, according to Ahn, is self-satisfaction that does not 
necessarily please others, but it more for herself. She explained herself as an artist who does not 
have a grand goal or vision as an artist. 
I see some fellow artists make art with the idea of contributing to society and hopefully 
others’ lives. I do not have such reasons although I think I should learn that attitude some 
way. The reason why I make art is, I shall say, for self-satisfaction. I make works, feel 
great, and be proud of them, but I do not think I make art because I am superior or have 
better qualities than others.  
 
In Ahn’s work, if a big concept is obscurity and unpredictability, other elements such as irony 
and humor with a pinch of sarcasm are the seasonings adding flavor to her artworks. In the case 





glass, which functions to block people’s gaze and predictions about what was inside. In the 
original version of the capsule toy vending machine, usually people could see the capsules in the 
glass box, although they did not know which capsule they would get. By replacing the clear glass 
with unclear glass, people could not predict what was inside of the box. What Ahn changed is 
not the way the vending machine worked, but the experience of unpredictability. If the original 
toy vending machine guaranteed one would get a capsule with random (within the limited scope) 
objects inside, in Untitled (2015; 2016), viewers did not even know what they would get, 
whether it was a capsule or something else. Even though it took a short time to wait for the 
object coming out from the machine, Ahn said that she got rid of the possibility of predictability, 
that the viewers would get the capsule in the glass box by getting rid of the clear glass. This 
unpredictability might increase the expectations of the viewers, but when they got something 
they did not expect, they laughed from the absurdity or nonsense, which is what she intended. 
She explained it as a dirty game that has an unfair system because she did not show her cards to 
the viewers. For her, all of the intention behind her works is to share is the experience of 
unpredictability.  
Participatory aspects. Ahn said that she does not think that she can control the thoughts 
viewers would have, but at some level their movement in the gallery space is what she can plan. 
This planning is clearly shown in the case of Object of Criticism (2016), which used the sensor 
that detects the movement of people. When the viewer approached the wooden construction 
where with the light on, the sensor worked and turned off the light, which made the inside dark. 
With this, Ahn intended the smoke machine to be on all the time, so space was filled with smoky 
air which also impeded the view. Ahn explained that this work was an experiment in refreshing 





There was nothing special in the construction. It was empty and only had the lightings 
making the inside bright, so it was not blocking the viewers from perceiving something 
important [and there was nothing important in it]. When the inside space which was filled 
with light suddenly changed to dark, it brought a different mood. It was not for the active 
participation of viewers. Viewers did not perform any action [except the fact that viewers 
approached the artworks, which is commonly expected in art exhibitions]. It is a 
minimum range of control that I can manage and expect. It (Object of Criticism (2016)) 
was my first time trying the viewer's physical interaction that changes the work.  
 
In this case, viewers were the triggers that brought changes to the work. Viewers’ movements 
triggered the changes in the mood. 
 Ahn continued that in the case of Object of Criticism (2016)  the elements that trigger the 
work is sometimes viewers themselves and sometimes the interest viewers would have about the 
objects. For example, in the Untitled (2015-) series, door knockers and peephole are the objects 
most people have experienced in everyday life and know how to use. Viewers complete actions 
involving these objects, such as knocking and looking. Untitled (2015; 2016) is similar to the 
Untitled (2015-) series in terms of utilizing the objects people feel familiar with.  
I put the warning that there is nothing in the capsule, so do not put the money in it, but 
people were naturally intrigued by the object, a toy capsule vending machine. They want 
to just try it. 
 
In the 2015 version, there were instructions for how to operate the machine, but she felt 
uncomfortable that people put money in it for no reason, which made her decide to not allow 
viewers to operate the machine in the 2016 version. It was also not intriguing for her to watch 
people pick the empty capsules. It was too obvious and didn’t  bring the experience of 
unpredictability.  
Expectations about the viewers. Ahn said that she does not have an ideal expectation 
for the reactions of the viewers when they experience her works, although the interview data did 
show that she had some expectations. According to her, as the gallery is already a space that 





discomfort from the viewers. Also, for her, the experience viewers get is a secondary interest 
since it is not something she can control. 
People’s reaction is not a significant element that affects my works. I cannot control how 
they react. It is of their free will. Instead, I think about the movement of viewers, but still, 
it is not something that I care so much about. I care about the movement of viewers 
because it has to trigger the sensor; that’s the level I care.  
 
Whether the viewers actively participated in her works or not, she wanted to utilize, activate, and 
experiment with the fluidity of the materials, which is the reason why she used the smoke in 
Object of Criticism (2016). Throughout the process of creating the works and the exhibition, the 
elements for interaction, such as the light sensor, a cubical structure, and smoke, were planned 
ahead, while other elements, such as the blue line light and a rope used for the sculptural 
aesthetic, were improvised. In terms of planning, since how viewers move in the space was vital 
in this installation, the interactive aspects were more prioritized than the formative and visual 
aspects.  
 Since the movement of viewers is an important component of Object of Criticism (2016), 
Ahn planned works based on the very basic attitude the viewers would have when they came for 
the art shows. In fact, she often thinks of herself as an example of the average viewer.  
I do not have a huge expectation when I go to see art shows. Well, that’s the problem 
though… I implicitly assume that people who come to see my show would not have 
much expectation because what I am making is not mega-colossal stuff. When I make art, 
I do not think it would give an enormous experience to viewers. Despite this, my 
expectation level is pretty high when I go see the exhibitions by Olafur Eliasson…  
 
As she said, she usually does not have high expectations about others’ shows except the mega 
artists or the mega exhibitions. Her expectations of viewers were more or less that they would 
perform the normal behaviors most artists expect from viewers, such as walking into the gallery 





However, she emphasized that there must be certain interesting elements in the show. In 
her works, these experiences were triggered by refreshing the viewers’ attention. Something 
unexpected, such as the lights going off, is a sign of unpredictable experiences, which allows 
viewers to raise their expectations. At the same time, she distinguishes feelings of interest from 
entertaining experiences. Rather than being excited and entertained, her intention is more 
oriented towards eliciting the embarrassment that comes from unpredictable experiences. Also, 
she wants her intentions to be nuanced, but not explicitly presented.  
I will show [viewers] a little bit, but not all. I always have this kind of mindset. I do not 
want the viewers to notice what this is about at the moment of their first glance. That’s 
not fun. That’s why I got rid of the options from the objects.  
 
Ahn continued to say that since she cannot control the viewers’ reaction, she tends to minimize 
the possibilities of unexpected variables. After all these decisions and the creation, she watches 
the reactions of viewers to see whether their reactions are interesting enough for her or not, 
expecting that they would be interesting.  
Strategies and devices used for participation. 
Daily objects. Ahn used the objects people can often encounter in daily life. Instead of 
using the objects in a manner of the usual contexts, she took their symbolic meanings. For 
example, in the Untitled (2015-) series, the peepholes and door knockers are still functional, 
letting people interact by allowing them to see through the peephole and knock with the knocker. 
However, although the functionality of these objects is still valid, since they are combined with 
books and not with a door, they are not functional for their original purpose. Through this, what 






Appearances. For Ahn, the visual aspects are important considerations in selecting the 
objects and their final looks.  
The visual aspects [of the works, the series of Untitled (2015-)] are decorative. People 
like those kinds of things. They are good for interior accessories as they have the quality 
of antique and decoration. They look nice, and the size is not big. 
 
For Ahn’s works, the appearance of the works has to be attractive enough to make people 
approach and look through or knock on the surface of the book. The functionalities of  mundane 
objects are a clear part of her works. 
The unpredictability and unclearness are about the meanings not about the appearance of 
the works I make. I tend to obsess over the tidy finishing touches on objects. They should 
look nice and interesting at some level.  
 
These criteria for making things visually intriguing was based on her standards and tastes.  
Accommodating her interest and viewer’s unpredictability. Also, it was important for 
her to be interesting; not to viewers but to her. For example, in Untitled (2015; 2016), whether to 
put viewing instructions or not was also decided by her interests.  
It seemed people were intrigued by the instruction, but it was not fun to me. Anyway, the 
machine did not give what people would expect, and that made me feel sorry for them. 
That made me think the symbolic aspects of the objects were already enough [without 
giving them the instruction and let them actually operate].  
 
While she decided not to provide the instructions in the 2016 version of Untitled (2015; 
2016) and the Untitled (2015-) series, at the same time, she also did not place notices, such as 
“do not touch,” which also did not prevent people from the interaction with the objects. While in 
Untitled (2015; 2016) and the Untitled (2015-) series, Ahn took and takes the viewers’ intrinsic 
responses to the objects they are familiar with as a trigger for interaction. In Object of Criticism 
(2016), a structure that aroused people’s interests and predicted their movements was considered. 
In addition, since Object of Criticism (2016) used the light, she also took the safety of viewers 





from the blue line lights on the wall. According to Ahn, this was done for the safety of the 
viewers.  
These considerations are, Ahn said, all enacted towards her experimentation of her role as 
an artist who accommodates the experiences of unpredictability. Ahn wants some degree of 
control over the viewers’ movements and experiences, even if the controls are minimal and the 
viewers do not realize what they are.  
Execution of the works: relationship with viewers. Ahn is very conscious about the aspects of 
intervention and control in her works. She said that she does not necessarily put critical 
importance on what viewers would think about and experience from her works, as long as they 
experience a certain level of unpredictability.  
What I can do is a very limited level of control. Even if it [the level of control] can be 
very minimal from my perspective, it can be aggressive to viewers as I am the one who 
creates and presents things to them.  
 
She continued that she does not want the viewers to have much information or understanding of 
her works. To give an indefinite impression to the viewers, she does not show everything at 
once.  
I like not showing [the cards in my hand]. I, of course, know what I hold, but I do not 
want to show it. It is an unfair game [laugh]. 
 
 She distinguished the positions of viewers and herself as an artist by the amount of information 
given and the ability to control the situation. She wants viewers to experience unpredictability 
through her works, but the ideal work for her is the work that is clearly planned out and under 
control the experience of viewers.  
For her, there were not many cases when the viewers’ reactions were unexpected. They 
were usually less than what she expected. In one of the unexpected cases, Ahn talked about 





different from the reactions she usually saw from adult viewers, but still, she thought that could 
just how children react to the exhibition. Another case was the reaction of one of her old friends. 
Her friend did not have lots of knowledge and experience in art, and she came to see the show 
without any background knowledge of Ahn’s works. She told Ahn that she was bewildered 
because she thought the show would be about paintings or sculptures, but the main work was an 
installation piece that was rather elusive.  
It seemed that my friend did not know what kind of show my exhibition was about. 
Generally, people who are not in the art field imagine paintings or sculptures when they 
come to see the show, and that is what she expected. She told me she is bewildered and 
does not understand what the show and the works are about. She did not get what they are 
about, which made me also embarrassed but at the same time interested. 
 
As Ahn said that the reaction from her friend was fascination, for her, the unpredictability can be 
the whole experience of her art, and not necessarily limited to experiences of her specific works.  
Art world influence. Ahn said that the physical context where the work is shown is a 
significant element for her in terms of planning and creating artworks. The space of the show 
was the starting point for planning both the interactive and visual elements of the works. This is 
more apparent in the cases of the installation pieces. For Object of Criticism (2016), she had a 
plan in her head that considered the gallery space. The construction and big plans were already in 
her head, however, other small parts such as the display of a rope and blue line lights were 
decided on impulse, though she still considered the structure of the space. 
The context of the gallery, Ahn said, has a power that makes people who visit the space 
see the objects inside from different perspectives. The works in the gallery are not there to throw 
out certain stories, but rather to show the artist’s thoughts. Also, the systems and rules of the art 
world promote her productivity to some degree. Ahn said that she needs to present her works to 





creation, although art-making is also for self-satisfaction. In the case of Object of Criticism 
(2016), the work was completed when the deadline for the show approached. This is a dilemma 
Ahn goes through; between taking art as an activity for one’s fulfillment and getting approval 
from others in the field, which empowers her to continue making art.  
Reflection on the positions as an artist. Ahn said the moment of creation, whether it is a 
physical product or ideas, gives her a feeling of satisfaction. However, she said that this moment 
is very rare, as she is a very picky and difficult to satisfy. She sees herself as a perfectionist, and 
sometimes this tendency makes it difficult to create artworks. The high standard she places on 
herself is an obstacle to high-level production. At the same time, although she is a perfectionist 
who wants to make pieces with polished finish and concept, she said that she does not have high 
expectations for the impact of her works on the world.  
Since unpredictability and ambiguity are themes of Ahn’s artworks, she has studied other 
fields and theories about the unknown.  
Quantum mechanics is also about uncertainty… As I was searching more, I read about 
Schrödinger's cat. The cat is in the box with a bottle of poison. We never know whether it 
is alive or not since we cannot see the inside of the box. The cat is neither dead nor alive, 
that’s what quantum mechanics is about. Even science is like this… maybe the formula 
might be perfect but we never know with our perception. It leads me to the direction of 
nihilism...  
 
Her attitude is complicated. She designated herself as a lazy person, but also as a picky 
perfectionist in terms of self-satisfaction with her works. Although her consideration of viewers 
as parts of her works is clear and needs to be under her control, she also said that things she 





Viewer-participants of Object of Criticism 
Among three viewers studied in this research, two identified themselves as non-artists 
and one introduced herself as a professional working artist. One non-artist answered that she was 
interested in art, although she had no experience in the field of art. Another non-artist viewer said 
that he was neither interested in art nor experienced in the art world. Two of them were 
introduced by the artist, and one was reached through a connection.  
Viewer-participant #1: Ahn1 
Background. Ahn1 is Ahn’s friend from high school. Her background has nothing to do 
with art, but since she is a close friend of Ahn’s, she has a little bit of knowledge about art. Also, 
she said that she is interested in art and goes to see art shows often; at least five to six times a 
year. She went to Ahn's show with her two children, who were seven and ten years-old at the 
time of Please Excuse My Bad Attitude (2016). She used to work in the field of law, but now she 
is a housewife.  
Expectations and experiences. The information Ahn1 had about Please Excuse My Bad 
Attitude (2016) was that there would be installation works. Besides that, she did not have other 
special information. Also, she had gone to the group show Ahn participated in before, but it was 
her first time going to one of Ahn’s solo shows. Ahn1 said that the fact that Ahn was not a well-
known artist compared to the artists in the shows she often goes to, lowered her expectations for 
the show. Since she did not have many connections with people in the art field, the shows she 
chose to go to were usually the mega-shows by well-known artists which were relatively easy to 
access for people who are not in the art fields. These types of shows, according to Ahn1, were 
the shows that presented works by several artists, and the gallery space was filled with the works 





overall impression and experience was mixed since the works were displayed together in one 
space.  
Although her expectations were low, Ahn1 recalled that the show was impressive, 
especially that she found Object of Criticism (2016) interesting. Ahn1 said that it was a good 
choice to dedicate the whole room to one big installation piece. Ahn1 felt that when the light was 
on in Object of Criticism (2016), the viewers were called to come closer. However, once the 
viewers approached, the light turned off and blocked the possibility to see the inside. On the 
other hand, her memory of another room was relatively faint; the room was filled with several 
sculptures.  
While experiencing the show, Ahn provided explanations about the works to Ahn1. This 
helped Ahn1 better understand the intention of the works. She said that it would be difficult for 
viewers to catch the intentions of the artists, especially in the cases of the installation pieces. She 
distinguished the installation artworks from conventional forms of art such as painting, which 
she described as works that showed everything to the viewers. 
Ahn1 recalled that there were two other visitors while she was in the gallery, however, 
their presence did not affect her experiences. On the other hand, she was nervous about bringing 
her kids to the show. Her children were interested in the mechanism of the Object of Criticism 
(2016) and kept moving in front of the work to get the lights to turn off, which made her worry 
that they would break the installation.   
Participation and decision-making. Ahn1 described Object of Criticism (2016) as a 
work showing its intention through the response to the viewers.  
(I think) the painting itself has a story in it that people can feel. However, installation 
works have ambiguous aspects. In Ahn’s work, the default was the light-on. However, 





usually do to with paintings], the work would not have changed. Then, I would not have 
understood or experienced the work properly.  
 
Since she was more familiar with conventional artwork appreciation, in the beginning, she kept a 
distance from the work before Ahn informed her that she could get closer.  
 Ahn1 rated the importance of the viewer for Object of Criticism (2016) as a four out of 
five. Compared to conventional forms of art, the role of the viewer was important in 
understanding Object of Criticism (2016). For her, conventional forms of art such as paintings 
and sculptures usually do not expect viewers to do certain things, and in those cases she rated the 
importance of the viewers close to zero. Also, she added that the reason why she rated four not 
five is that if there had been a curator or other people who demonstrated the interaction, the 
viewers would have known about the mechanism without engaging it themselves. However, she 
emphasized that although viewers were important for the work, it did not mean that she 
performed a critical role or contributed to the work, since she could have been replaced by any 
other viewers. Nevertheless, she answered that all decisions she made in the show were 
autonomous because it was she who decided to get closer to the artwork or not. She also said that 
the role of artists and viewers was clearly distinguished in Object of Criticism (2016), since the 
artist was the person who created the work, while the viewers triggered the interactions of the 
work.  
Positions and reflections. Ahn1 said that everyone can be an artist, but the importance of 
art is to create a bond of sympathy, which she thinks not everyone can do. Everyone has the 
possibility to be an artist, but the artworks should have the power to arouse sympathy from 
others. From this perspective, it seemed that for Ahn1, not everyone could have the power to 





Viewer-participant #2: Ahn2 
Background. Ahn2, an office worked in his thirties, went to Please Excuse My Bad 
Attitude (2016) with his wife, who is a fellow artist of Ahn’s. He does not go to art shows often, 
just two or three times a year. Also, when he goes to art shows, he usually follows his wife or 
others. He said that he does not choose which shows to go to, nor does he want to go to see the 
show by himself. However, since his wife is in the field, he has relatively more chances to be 
exposed to art compared to his friends who are not interested in art. 
Expectations and experiences. Ahn2 said that he did not have any information about 
Please Excuse My Bad Attitude. He knew little about the artist and heard that the artist makes 
installations and uses media. However, he did not know what kinds of works they would be. He 
said that he did not have expectations and was not interested in the works, since he could not 
understand what the show was about.  
I drove almost two hours to see the show, but I could not understand what it was about. 
Also, there were only a few works… not much to see. I think there was writing about the 
works, but I could not understand it as well.  
 
For him, the meanings and intentions of the works were too vague. He also remembered that 
there were no other viewers, but had there been, they would not have changed his experiences or 
impressions of the works or the show.  
The experience was not special to me. It was similar to the sensor light in the front door; 
when I come in, it automatically is on. In the work [Object of Criticism (2016)], the 
mechanism was reversed, but that was all I think. It was difficult for me to give other 
meanings more than the light in the front  door. 
 
Ahn2 also added that he could not understand the meanings of the smoke in the space either. He 
said that if there were more interactive elements, it would have been more interesting to him.  
Participation and decision-making. For Ahn2, the level of interaction in Please Excuse 





to the work was not a special action; he said that he usually does that when he goes to art 
exhibitions. He remembered that what he did was wander around the work, which he would do at 
other exhibitions, as well. This is related to his perspectives on making decisions. 
It was too simple to say that I made the decision. There was nothing like the buttons I 
have to push or click.  
 
He said that more active gestures would be considered as participatory or interactive, but there 
was no such grand gesture required in Ahn’s works. However, at the same time, he said that his 
actions at the show were not autonomous, although there was no one forcing him to act. For him, 
autonomy was related to his importance as a viewer or participant.  
If there were several other people in the space when I was there, the work would have 
reacted to them, which means it did not reflect my own will. That would have been, for 
me, as same as the flickering light. Although I did not interact, the light would have 
worked if there were others. It did not have to be me.  
 
In this sense, he rated the importance of the viewer as a one out of five, not zero, because the 
work reacted to his presence, although his was a low level of participation for him. He 
distinguished his contribution from the viewers’ contributions.  
Since my movement influenced the work, my contribution could be five from five. 
However, it would react the same to everyone; the viewer can be anyone, an anonymous 
random person.  
 
For him, the importance of the viewer was clear in Ahn’s work, but it was not clear that he was 
the one who had to be there. However, he said that the importance of the viewer would be five 
from the perspective of the artist. He did perceive that the viewer was an essential part of the 
work.  
 He added that if the show had required more interaction or active participation, it would 
have been more memorable. Since, however, the works provided reactions, like the sensor that 





interaction was a little bit higher than those from conventional forms of art. He counted artist 
Sooja Kim’s Archive of Mind (2016) as one of the active participatory works he had 
experienced.  
 In Archive of Mind (2016), what I did [rolling the clay and putting it on the table] 
influenced the work constantly and contributed to the work [as I added my clay ball to the 
pile with the other viewers’], but in Ahn’s work, there was no such thing. From the 
perspective of viewers, if what I did last long and influence the work for a longer time, 
the level of contribution can be high.  
 
However, he also said that in Ahn’s work, the artist did not intend such a thing.  
[Ahn] did not want the action or interaction of viewers to incur changes for long. From 
the position of the artist, the contribution of viewers can be high in Ahn’s work because 
she wanted the work to react to the viewers for a short time. She did not want the gestures 
and decisions viewers made [to influence] the work constantly. The work reset itself after 
reactions. For that work, the constant influence was not important.  
 
Ahn2 said that the work would have been different if the intensity of the light would have 
changed depending on who was in front of the work, which did not happen and was not intended 
to happen in Ahn’s Object of Criticism (2016). Also, his understanding of the work was 
significant to him because he thought it would influence his contribution to the work. He said 
that if he had better understood the work, he would have felt that his actions were meaningful to 
the work Object of Criticism (2016).   
Positions and reflections.  Ahn2 said that everyone can be an artist because for him art 
is more and less the action of giving meaning.  
When someone is doing art, it does not harm others. I do not think art is any special 
thing. It is the matter of how one gives meaning to the things, not the matter whether 
there are viewers who see those or not.    
 
For him, the difference between professional artists and non-professional artists is whether one 
pursues art as a career and continues making art or not. If one makes art one time, it can be 





added that the format or medium is not important. The important thing is to express one’s 
emotions or social messages. Ahn2 said that he was a means to make Ahn’s artwork work. In his 
opinion, he did not autonomously participate in making or contributing to the completion of the 
work because the work reacted anyway, no matter whether it was him or others. For him, 
artworks can be completed when the viewers understand them, which he found he could not 
achieve through Ahn’s work. 
Viewer-participant #3: Ahn3 
Background. Ahn3 is a working artist who has been in the art field for more than twenty 
years. She is in her fifties and makes paintings. She recently tried to experiment and explore 
different mediums in art. Ahn3 knew Ahn before but did not know the specifics about Ahn’s 
works, except that Ahn made installations and sculptures. However, she was familiar with Ahn’s 
academic background, as they used to work together teaching students art. She went to the show 
on her own because she was curious to know about Ahn’s works. 
Expectations and experiences. Ahn3 said that even though she did not know much 
about Ahn’s art, knowing about Ahn’s academic background created trust in the artist because 
the artist went to a prestigious school in the United Kingdom. Also, the information that Ahn 
created the installation built her expectations. 
I heard that Ahn makes installations. I expected that I could see something new because I 
do not work on that medium [installations]. I thought that her works would inspire me 
since I am also an artist.  
 
The connection she had with Ahn made her stay longer in the gallery space looking into Ahn’s 
works with more careful attention. Also, she spent time asking the artist about the work and 





Since I knew Ahn, I wondered what thoughts she was having while she was planning and 
making the show. I like[d] Ahn before she was an artist, I also wondered if there was a 
work that I can purchase.  
 
Ahn3 did not realize that the work would be interactive. She remembered that there was smoke 
and light. She added that the other two works she was impressed with were the canvas with the 
letters made with neon lights, which was one of the works displayed in another room, and the 
Untitled (2015-) series. She ended up purchasing one of Untitled (2015-) series.  
Also, since she was curious about the process of creating the installation pieces, her 
questions to the artist were more focused on realistic matters artists encounter when creating big-
sized artworks.  
Rather than what the works were about, I asked more questions about how she would 
take down and store the works after the show. I could ask these questions because I knew 
the artist. 
 
She also said that the gallery space where Ahn showed her work was a new finding for her. At 
the time of the show in 2016, the neighborhood where the gallery was trying to attract and 
support young artists. There were places and organizations accommodating the artists which 
Ahn3 was not familiar with. Ahn3 recalled that after Ahn’s show, although she usually does not 
attend several art shows in one day, she went to another art space in that area,. She said that it 
was a new opportunity to get to know art spaces she did not about know before.  
Participation and decision-making. Since Ahn3 did not recognize that the show and the 
works were interactive, she did not think she participated in the show or interacted with the 
works. 
I remember that [the] show was just for seeing. If I say contribution from my part, maybe 
the conversation with the artist I would say. Also, I purchase the work—even if that work 
was not by Ahn, I would buy it. I like the meanings, and also it is easy to house. I also 
like its visual and formative aspects. Since I collected the work, I would say that my 






Since she did not count the show as interactive, Ahn3 remembered herself as a viewer of the 
show who did not make special gestures or take special actions. Instead, she had more comments 
on Ahn’s artworks from her perspective as a fellow artist.  
The smoke came out constantly, and the blue line light [on the wall] was on all the time. 
Honestly speaking, I went to the show as a mind of a collector and an artist, the neon 
work was not special by its materials but its text was something special for me although I 
do not remember what it was at this moment. I wondered since she used neon light on the 
canvas, why she used those materials instead of painting. I was not sure why she used 
neon light for that show. 
 
From the perspective of a fellow artist, what intrigued her more was that the works were 
formatted similar to painting, Ahn3’s medium. However, she said that while she was talking to 
the artist, she did not give the artist advice or talk about the philosophical aspects of the works. 
Her interest and curiosity were focused on the mechanisms and processes of creating 
installations and sculptural works, which she did not often deal with. She said that all of the 
decisions she made, including collecting Ahn’s work, were autonomous.  
Positions and reflections. After Ahn3 saw the show, she said that she worried about the 
artist since she, as an artist, knew that creating installation pieces would be difficult to continue 
without support and sponsorships. She knew that it must be difficult to make such works. She 
also added that she wishes other viewers also recognized how hard the artist tried to make the 
show.  
If the show was in well-known places where many people can easily approach, I would 
have not worried that much. I wished that many people could understand this kind of 
artwork [installations], and it would have been nice if there was an entrance fee that can 
help the artist [continue to make art].  
 
Ahn’s show not only made Ahn3 think about the need for constant support for those artists who 
do not necessarily create sellable art or who are famous enough to recruit sponsorship. It also 





As a viewer, I was satisfied with the show; it was a good show. As an artist, I thought I 
needed to try something new, such as installations or trying new materials. Since the 
artist I knew was doing works that were not easy, I was motivated to do something 
challenging. 
 
She also added that she was worried more since she knew the artist and she knew the mechanism 
of the art world. This is why she asked the artist about the cost of transport or the process of the 
installation. She said that she enjoys going to the shows which are not for conventional paintings 
and feels the need for diverse types of art which can break the convention of art. She emphasized 
the importance of new forms of art because it stimulates not only the artists,, but also non-artists 
who can think of new things and experience different perspectives. For her, from the perspective 
that seeing art is life, there is no reason to say that everyone cannot be an artist. Thus, the support 
for diverse art forms would be beneficial for people. With this perspective, her concern about 
Ahn’s works and the financial burden of show extended to constructive thoughts on continuous 
national support for the artists.  
Researcher’s Journal  
I had known Ahn as a fellow artist for a while before seeing her show, Please Excuse My 
Bad Attitude (2016), although I was only familiar with her sculptural works at the time of the 
show. Prior to the experience of the show, I was acquainted with her personality, which I thought 
was prudent and cautious. Since I had seen her sculptural objects, which are visually compact 
and well-polished, my expectations for her show aligned with the impression I had about her 
personality and the previous object works. Also, I knew that her works, although they were well-
polished forms, usually had participatory elements, whether they were passive—where the 
viewer does not have to do much because the work reacts to the movements of the viewer—or 





When I first entered the gallery space, it seemed like a normal white cube space with a 
big wooden structure in the center. The difference I felt, according to my memory, was the 
lighting in the gallery. Since the fluorescent lights in the wooden construction were also on, the 
gallery lights were off. There was a wooden cube-shape with one open side with lights inside and 
in the center, coiled rope on the floor, and the bent blue line lights, which looked like heartbeats 
on the wall. To see more details in the construction, I walked closer to it, and the florescent light 
inside the construction turned off, and the space became dark. The only light in the room was the 
blue line light on the wall. When the fluorescent light inside of the structure turned off, smoke 
came from the inside of the construction, which made the whole room foggy as the viewer 
approached. It was very intriguing since I did not expect it would work in that way, with the dark 
and the fog. I tried to see more, but things were not seeable, and at the same time I felt the 
atmosphere had changed. I had the sense that I was in the space rather than in front of the object. 
When my eyes are getting used to the darkness, I moved to see the whole structure of the 
installation. After a certain amount of time, the florescent light in the wooden construction turned 
on again, and I could see what was inside: a smoke machine.  
Being in the dark and foggy space was an interesting experience since it was different 
from my normal expectation of what I would see in the show; rather than showing, this work 
tried not to show. I also thought that the work was well-designed for the viewers’ movement. 
There were no instructions or guides, but the fluorescent lights were attracting enough of my 
attention and let me approach, which triggered the sensor for the light. It was not difficult to 
understand the mechanisms of the light in the structure. When I got closer, it turned off, which 
did not allow me to see inside. On the other hand, I could not figure out the mechanisms for the 





and the Untitled (2015-) series. Since I had seen those sculptural works before, what attracted me 
most was Object of Criticism (2016).  
Since Ahn was in the gallery, I asked her about her choices. At that time, I felt that her 
explanations seemed vague and elusive. It seemed the mechanism was concise, yet the meaning 
was not simple. Before I figured out the mechanisms of the work, I was not sure I would trigger 
any changes to the work. However, once I realized its operational mechanism, which was 
relatively simple, I felt that the work was interactive, although it would be in only one direction. 
I was a significant element making changes to the work, although it does not have to be me. At 
the same time, I could somehow play with my distance to the work, getting as close as I could 
without being detected by the light sensor, which allowed me to see more of the inside of the 
structure.  
I interviewed Ahn in 2018 for a qualifying paper as a pilot study of this research. 
Through the interview, I realized that although it was difficult for me to catch her intention at a 
glance, she directly let viewers experience what she has intended: vagueness and a lack of 
clarity. Her stance has also been implied in the titles of her works and the show. The titles, such 
as Object of Criticism, Please Excuse My Bad Attitude, and Untitled, connote her unwillingness 
to communicate. While researching her, I was intrigued by the characteristics of her artworks; 
they had participatory elements that did not force viewers to participate. They looked like 
sculptures which were completed without viewer participation. However, it could not be said that 
they were non-participatory because there were participatory elements. In Untitled (2015; 2016), 
viewers were able to actually operate or simulate operating the machine. In the Untitled (2015-) 
series, viewers can knock the book with the door knocker attached to the book or see the other 





the work, the light and smoke. Ahn said the pieces were playing with viewers’ intuition or 
movement. It is like a dirty game. The power was uneven since the works were planned to 
function under predictable and controlled conditions, conditions which Ahn had set.  
Since this research gave me the opportunity to have a more detailed and in-depth 
interview with Ahn, I realized that my understanding of her works was way too simple. The 
works seemed simple since the formats were concise, but the concepts of the works, especially in 
Object of Criticism (2016), were based on and aimed for abstrusity and unclearness. The 
simplicity and perspicacity of the form of her works complicates and matches the experience and 
understanding of her works, as it creates layers of complexity of understanding. 
Also, the interviews with the viewers let me reflect back on my experience and the 
understanding of her works. After two in-depth interviews with her throughout the last two years 
and several follow-up conversations, I thought I understood most of her works. However, while 
interviewing the viewers, I realized that the reactions of viewers, such as “I do not understand it” 
or “I do not get it” could be successful outcomes in the cases of her works. Her works keep 
leading me down the foggy trails which she wants her viewers to experience.  
# Case 3: Spinoff from the Facts (2019) by Kwantaeck Park 
Kwantaeck Park is a Korean artist who works on diverse media. He has studied in Korea 
and the United States, and he has exhibited worldwide. In this research, his exhibition Spinoff 
from the Facts (2019), held at Insa Art Space as a part of the Arts Council Korea (Arko) Young 
Art Frontier program, studied Periphery of the Facts (2018) which was the first experimental 
version of the show, Spinoff from the Facts (2019). While Periphery of the Facts (2018) was 





was Park’s solo show at Insa Art Space in Seoul. They are similar works and function in the 
same way. Specifically, both works ask viewers to use blacklight (a flashlight is provided in the 
gallery) to see the drawings on the wall, which are otherwise not visible.  
If Spinoff from the Facts (2019) would be a full version, Periphery of the Facts (2018) 
would be the pre-version. Due to circumstance, I only experienced Periphery of the Facts 
(2018), but I chose Spinoff from the Facts (2019) as a main case to study since it depicted the 
artist’s vision more clearly, and the viewer’s experiences were more explicit in the work and not 
mixed with other artists’ works.  
 
Periphery of the Facts (2018) was the installation on one wall in the gallery space; the 
other spaces in the gallery were occupied by two other artists’ works. The gallery has a big 
window, and thus the inside can be clearly shown from the outside. Park’s work was placed right 
next to the window, thus the viewers with flashlights searching for images could be seen from 





the street. On the other hand, Spinoff from the Facts (2019) was an installation that filled the 
whole gallery space, which is a three-story building. The entrance was blocked with a white 
partition, which viewers could only see from the outside, along with the title of the show. Once 
viewers passed the partition, they could find flashlights on the other side of the partition, which 
embedded in the wall (Figure 9).  
 
Figure 10: Instruction to use flashlights. 
Figure 6: Park, Spinoff from the Facts (2019), viewers who are shining 





Both works used blacklight and UV-visible ink. Drawings with UV-visible ink are only 
visible with a blacklight, and thus without the blacklight, it seems that there is nothing there. The 
drawings made with the UV-visible ink were only visible when the viewers flashed the 
blacklight from the flashlights equipped in the gallery. Thus, viewers could see the drawings on 
the wall when they used the flashlights. In both works, there were simple instructions on the 
shelf that held flashlights to ask viewers to pick up the flashlight and shine them on the wall 
(Figures 10, 11).  
Periphery of the Facts (2018) was the first UV-invisible ink drawing presented by Park. 
It was included in a three-person show, and the other two artists dealt with the sculpture and 
video. During the stage of planning the show, the curator asked Park to present one of his 
previous works using a telescope. However, he thought that the suggested work would not fit 
with other artists’ works and the gallery space. Instead of the telescope work, he came up with 
the idea that the show would be more interesting if the viewers thought the show was by two 
artists, not by three.  
I used to make paintings. Although I am not mainly focusing on paintings recently, it was 
[in] my head that the white canvas background without and with the images. People 
usually see the cases when the images are on a white background, but for me, I think the 
state of white makes me think of the images which are more imaginative with depth. I 
was inspired by the story The Country of the Blind; according to the description of the 
scenes the blind sees, it is not black but white due to the light coming in.  
 
From this idea, he originally named this work, Yeo-back (meaning “blank” in Korean).  
Both works started from the idea that the images barely appear on the white walls. The 
contents of the drawings are related to the year 1983, the year he was born. He was interested in 
the early times that he existed but cannot remember. At the time when he first planned the work 
for Doosan Art Gallery in 2018, he was supposed to come back to Korea after his study in the 





accident when Korean Air Flight 007 was shot down. It was a flight from New York to Seoul, 
which by chance, coincided with his trajectory across the globe.   
The contents were chosen not necessarily because they are inevitably connected. The 
contents of the drawings were chosen by my interest I had. Since I searched the event 
[Korean Air Flight 007 shot down in 1983] before the Internet was developed, the 
information online was limited. However, instead [of] searching the information in the 
books or documents, I searched information online. … Searching the information online 
often led me to the side tracks and got indirect information. ...While I was searching, I 
found lots of hearsay information and rumors, so I decided to search for information 
strictly based on limited subjective information. Searching for the information online felt 
similar to the ways I composed the images on the wall, somehow in physical ways. They 
are not seizable, not visible, not readable, but at the same time, not nonexistent. I tried to 
match these characteristics of the information with the materials (UV-visible ink) I used 
for the works.  
 
This explains why he used ink and flashlights instead of using digital media, which might have 
been more proper and well-suited to his initial idea than the images appearing from the white 
wall. Park wanted to embody the idea in a rather analog way, as the methods he used for the 
information-search was similar to the image-search with the blacklight. All the images and 
contents on the wall were somehow related to, associated with or derived from the year 1983, 
starting from the accident when Korean Air Flight 007 was shot down. This way of choosing and 
developing the contents from the flight accident reflected  the title of the work, Periphery of the 
Facts (2018) at the Doosan Art Gallery. The idea that the periphery can be also the center of a 
new story was developed further in the show at Insa Art Space, which was titled Spinoff from the 
Facts. He said that if the works shown at Doosan Art Gallery were a showcase, the show at Insa 





Artist: Kwantaeck Park 
Artistic vision. Park said that what he cared about conceptually was the contents of the 
work, not the methods or the ways of appreciating it. He tried to find the ways viewers can easily 
access his art without having professional knowledge about contemporary art.  
My perception of art, especially contemporary art, is not utopian. It is not for everyone; it 
might be a little bit of a dangerous statement though… There is an elitism in the art that 
art can lead [enlighten] people. [To counter to this notion], I tried to think of something 
that viewers can quickly get into.... 
 
What he cares about is creating situations where people can have easy access to the work so they 
can experience and interact with it. At the same time, for him, the ideal artworks have to be 
visibly appealing, even with or without the viewers’ participation or interaction.  
Jennifer Allora and Guillermo Calzadilla’s chalk [Figure 12] is a good example, I think. 
They placed big chalk on the square, then people made doodles with it. From the 
viewers’ perspective, it can be participatory, but from different perspectives, it is just an 
object [which can be perceived as a sculpture]. The artists made an object and placed it, 
that is all. They created the situation, and it is viewers who made happenings. The artists 
provided the conditions that happening can happen. I think they would also say that the 
viewers are important elements in their works but even without them, the work is still 
there and visible.  
Figure 12: Jennifer Allora and Guillermo Calzadilla, Chalk (2019), 





He said that it is difficult to see what viewers actually did with chalk in the square (doodling, 
etc.) as a result of the artists’ intention. Chalk is an easy reference for most people, and the artist 
made the conditions easy so people could jump in and play with the objects. For him, what artists 
can do is to minimize the potential variables for viewers’ choices and let viewers explore within 
the conditions the artists design without the feeling of being forced. That is a difficult technique, 
Park said. For Park, viewers’ participation creates another layer. However, even without or 
before the interaction or participation, he thinks the work itself has to have attractive visuals and 
make sense. It is the role of the artist to make the works attractive, which motivates viewers to be 
a part of it.  
Participatory aspects. For Park, there were no certain expected roles viewers need to 
perform for him or in his works. However, he said that there was a direction he did not want the 
viewers to go. According to him, the case of Allora and Calzadilla’s Chalk is a good example of 
making the situation simple and easy enough for the viewers to access the work without 
hesitation or previous knowledge of art. More options do not mean open possibilities, according 
to Park. Thus, what he did is to minimize the options to reduce the possibility that viewers would 
feel awkward not knowing what to do when they first enter the space. Also, he minimized the 
instructions—directions explaining that viewers should pick up the flashlights and shine them on 
the wall to see the drawings—to make sure that viewers did not feel forced to perform certain 
actions. Park said that he didn’t expect any certain actions from viewers. Viewer experiences are 
like a puzzle that does not have a right or wrong way to begin. 
Since the work Periphery of the Fact (2018) and the show Spinoff from the Facts (2019) 





realize that there were artworks there. Park also considered these people to be viewers of his 
exhibition, although they only visited the gallery without looking at the works in the gallery. 
When I went to see Christian Marclay’s Clock—the video work which has 24-hour 
running time which intended to play in sync with the real time—of course the work itself 
was interesting, but the experience of the process of going to the museum at 2:00 AM to 
see the work was more intriguing to me. There were people lined up to wait in front of 
the museum at the break of day; this part was pretty impressive and interesting. If I 
watched this 24-hour video on YouTube in my room, I would not be that interested. The 
artists and artworks I like are depending on how much detail they consider in terms of 
designing the experience of viewers.  
 
Park continued that the process of coming to the gallery, even if the viewer did not see the show, 
is already an experience of participation at a certain level. In this sense, he said that it is not 
comfortable to frame himself as an artist who makes participatory art, although there are 
participatory aspects of his works.  
Some people think participatory art is something new or an alternative option to 
traditional paintings or sculptures, thinking participatory art is rather a form of 
contemporary art. I do not agree with this. Whether the work is in the form of painting, 
sculpture, or something else, the context and the situation cannot be neglected. 
Depending on where the work is placed, regardless of the form of artwork, not only the 
physical aspect but also the other aspects such as participation and relationship have 
evolved in the form of art. So for me, how to design this process of participation is far 
more important. 
 
His emphasis is on how to design viewers’ psychological experiences rather than controlling 
their physical participation or interaction. Rather than guiding or informing viewers to come, 
join, and participate in the works, he continued, that his aim is to work on the mechanism of their 
experience itself as a whole. Therefore, for him, the wording “experience” would be more 
appropriate than “participation,” although his works do ask viewers to do more than just watch, 
since in the case of his recent shows they had to “search” the images with flashlights.  
Expectations about the viewers. There were basic and simple expectations Park thought 





had for Periphery of the Fact (2018) was that the viewers would think of the show as a two-
person show, although it was actually a three-person show. He wanted the viewers not to be able 
to instantly recognize the existence of his work, since it was invisible without the aid of 
blacklight. It was more of a psychological game with viewers, which was the reason why he 
placed the drawings in the way of hide-and-seek. Also, in Spinoff from the Facts (2019), viewers 
had to at least pass the partition at the entrance of the gallery space to find the flashlights.  
However, in his works, Park said that he considers the whole experience of viewers, not 
just their participation. Experiencing the work is a broader idea and concept which is not limited 
to the physical participation or interaction. He also said that the different cases of viewers’ 
experiences make the show more bountiful and richer. For Park, the viewers who came to the 
gallery but did not see the drawings on the wall because they didn’t know that the images existed 
are also viewers who participated in the experience of the show.  
I used to try to place the viewers in the frame I set up, but I am not interested in this 
anymore. I think what makes my works more interesting and richer are not only the 
viewers who came to see the show as it was supposed to [be], but also the viewers who 
were disappointed as they thought the gallery was empty.  
 
In this sense, Park thought that participation as one single experience is not something that can 
be realized. There can be different experiences and different ways of participation.  
Park also said that diverse reactions and experiences are a vital value to consider in his 
works.  
It is really a small part of what artists can control, from the perspective of the exhibition –
using the whole space—not the works which is displayed in the space. People do not 
come to see the art shows as much as we think. Especially people in the field of art think 
they already know the show with a glance and frame it easily. This is the reason why I 






The idea of the diversity of viewers’ experiences is also an important motivation for him as an 
artist. He said that what he thinks as a value of art today is to break the bounds of 
standardization.  
(I think) the system of art has been unstable for almost 200 years. I have been wondering 
why it is not settled for this long time; and ironically, this is the time there is the largest 
number of people who claim that they are the artists in statistics and historically. I think 
motivation is a desire to make something experimental. Rather than buying something 
that already exists, people want to create things by themselves. I think that is why people, 
both the artists and viewers, still appreciate art. It seems that there are messages I want to 
say, but it is not always successful [when delivered through artworks]. 
 
In this sense, according to Park, the motivation for creation is the idea of doing and 
experimenting with something different. This is also applied to the viewers as they want to 
experience something different from what they have already been familiar with.  
Strategies and devices used for participation. 
Simplified situations and detailed designs. Minimizing the situation while also 
eliminating the options is important for Park in terms of letting viewers experience his works.  
Simplifying the situation is similar to the case of Allora and Calzadilla’s Chalk. Once the 
options are limited, people can only play with those few options. If there are lots of 
options, then viewers have to make choices, which some people call participation but it 
can be just a playground…although there are not too many options already given, my 
work process is to exclude the options.  
 
While the forms are simple, it does not mean that the work is blunt. For him, it is important to 
design work sophisticatedly enough to make viewers feel they are not forced to make decisions, 
but can make decisions from what they understand. In the cases viewers did not see the works as 
intended, Park still counted them as viewers who had experienced in his works. He said that it is 
a matter of choice, not a matter of whether they are right or not. 
Elimination and opening up. Although he eliminated the options, it does not mean that 





It would be easy to understand the rules of the game for the viewers who come and see 
other viewers who are already in the gallery and see the drawings using the flashlight. 
They could even see the drawings on the wall the other viewers are already watching. It 
means that there are not only two options; whether to decide to see the show with the 
flashlight on or not. 
 
As he described the case of arriving after other viewers, there were more than two options to 
participate or not to participate because instead of holding the flashlight and exploring the space 
by oneself, viewers could see the drawings which other viewers were shining on the wall. This 
also explains Park’s process and decision-making through his art-making: He reduces elements, 
but loathe to force people in one direction, he opens up possibilities. This is why he did not put 
any signs, such as “do not touch” or “do not step on,” to warn viewers, as these signs are visual, 
which can influence the aesthetics of the works. For his works, they were neither objects 
intended to be untainted nor works that are fragile. As a result, he decided not to place any signs 
warning or limiting the viewers’ experiences.  
 When viewers first entered the space, there was a partition that blocked their gaze into the 
space. He placed five flashlights on the shelf embedded in the inside wall, which viewers could 
see once they passed the partition at the entrance. He also designed the covers of the leaflets, 
where the description of the work was written, to be white like the space before viewers started 
to shine the flashlights on the wall. These decisions of leaving and making things white and 
empty, he said, minimized the visual influences on the works, letting viewers explore the work, 
as well as understand the whole idea of the show at the same time.  
Selection and organization of the information. Park said that his way of gathering the 
information for the show was inspired by the way we search for information online. It first 
started from the fact that on August 25, 1983, Korean Air Flight 007 departed from John F. 





airspace. This information came from what looked like a news article, and then he found some 
pieces of related—but not necessarily logically associated—information, such as how the moon 
looked at the same time in 1983, the No.1 song on the Billboard Top 100 Chart on about that 
date of the incident, and so on. These pieces of information seemed irrelevant when he first 
started and was searching for facts. However, he found some connections between events that 
were not necessarily scientific, but psychological. To be more specific, the No.1 song on the 
Billboard Chart in 1983 was “Sweet Dreams” by Eurythmics, which discusses traveling and also 
has an image of the globe in the music video. Although these scenes had nothing to do with the 
shooting down of Korean Air Flight 007, Park discovered the unexplainable connections people 
can make between pieces of unrelated information. Also, at that time that Korean Air 007 was 
flying, the first American African astronaut was also flying to the moon. He picked these pieces 
of information because he thought they interesting, and with this information, he assumed that 
viewers would also follow these psychological connections between the contents.  
He also composed the contents in an intriguing way while trying to hold viewers’ 
curiosity. He explained it as a psychological game between texts and images. For example, on 
the second floor, the contents of the drawings did not have any direct association with each other, 
but could create psychological connections.  
Jimi Hendrix made a song called “1983…(A Merman Should I Turn to Be)” in the 1960s. 
I put the [translated] lyrics of this song next to the image of the flight falling into the sea. 
These two pieces of information do not have anything to do with each other, but when 
totally different things are together, people make connections between [the] two. Also, 
there was the mermaid festival in Coney Island, and it started in 1983. These links are 
funny, so I put these randomly and loosely associated images together on the second 
floor. I also captured the images of two boys falling from the building, the scenes from 
the BL [Boys Love novel]3 which was written based on [the year] 1983. I kept playing 
between texts and images in this way.  
 
                                                        
3 BL is an abbreviation of boys’ love, which is also known as Yaoi, which means the homoerotic relationships 





Although the images he brought seemed not related to each other, all of them somehow had a 
connection with the very first information he picked, the Korean Air 007 tragedy in 1983. While 
Park selected the images and texts on the second floor due to their loosely associated links, on 
the ground floor and the basement he used different strategies to compose the contents. On the 
ground floor—the space viewers first encountered and experienced—he used more of the 
introductory part, starting from the factual information about Korean Air Flight 007 in 1983, 
including texts explaining the accident and the images of flight. On the other hand, he placed 
large-sized texts of Korean Air Flight 007 accident-related contents in the basement. Park 
explained that he tried to compose the images to visually intrigue the viewers when they 
explored them.   
Curiosity. Curiosity is an important element in Park’s works. Instead of giving directions 
or instructions, he utilized the given conditions of the space. Park organized the contents in the 
space so that they coincided with the characteristics of each space and considered the movements 
of viewers.  
On the ground floor, which directions viewers would start to look at the show [were] 
already decided by the structure of the space. I think giving instructions such as “start 
from here” is an amateur thing compared to designing the flow of viewers’ movement. It 
is common sense that people would start from the wall close to them, and that is the part I 
can easily predict when I think from the position of viewers… I think giving the 
instructions rambling about what to do and how to do would actually lower the viewers’ 
will to participate. Even without the background knowledge, just one single trigger can 
make viewers be curious about the show. I think the limited information, not telling the 
viewers so making them curious, is a far more important motivation. 
 
For Park, keeping the tension of viewers is also vital. Thus, he made changes to visuals and the 
way of he displayed the contents, so that viewers cannot predict what they will see next. 
Viewers would not keep their curiosity if the show is under their prediction. While you 
are lighting up the wall, seeing[one or two texts], and thinking everything would look like 
them, [then you would lose your curiosity, but] at that moment, you see big sizes of 





curiosity by giving changes to the drawings by their size and composition, such as 
blowing-up, scaling-down, and sometimes overlapping them.  
 
In this sense, he used different methodologies for each floor at Insa Art Space. The ground floor 
had a linear arrangement of the information, with normal-sized images that invited viewers to get 
into the game of searching and looking at the images. In the basement, on the other hand, the 
texts and images were blown-up, so viewers can see only one letter at a time. On the second 
floor, images were broken into parts as the space was divided by the partitions.  
Viewers’ movement and the range of flashlights. The blown-up images and texts made 
viewers move in order to read or see the whole, as the range of the flashlight was limited and 
therefore only revealed a small section at a time. The distance between the viewer and the wall 
was naturally decided by the range of the flashlight. When the viewers get closer to the wall, the 
images get clearer, but the area of revealed drawings got smaller. On the other hand, when the 
viewers got further from the wall, the scope of revealed images got bigger, but the drawings 
appeared faint. The viewers decided where to look, which Park could not control. However, he 
said that he was not a control freak that was so cautious to make drawings that looked perfect 
and untainted from any angle or range. In fact, there were some ink stains on the wall that were 
made when the images were drawn.  
Execution of the works: relationship with viewers. There was only one gallery staff 
member who stayed in the gallery and checked the CCTV footage of the three-story gallery 
space during the show, which allowed gallery staff members and Park to see what happened and 
what was happening in the gallery space. While there were limited options, the viewers could 
play with the distance from the wall via the range of the flashlights, CCTV showed that there 
were some viewers who actually tried to change the conditions of the gallery space. Once the 





gallery space. One of the cases is that the viewers turned off the lights in the gallery to make the 
space dark. The basic setting of the show was that the whole space was lit up to emphasize the 
blankness and white walls in the space. Since space had the setup lighting and was bright, when 
viewers flashed the blacklight, only the scope the blacklight could reach was visible. However, 
once the space was dark, only a bit of blacklight was effective enough to light up all the 
drawings in the space. Instead of watching and searching the images on the wall little by little 
with the capacity of the flashlight, the viewers who turned off the lighting of the gallery space 
could see the whole drawings at once. One of these viewers posted the photo of the show with 
the gallery light off on his Instagram.  
At first, I was not happy with the viewers who turned off the light because there are some 
rough parts in the drawings like… some parts where the ink was drizzled. However, I 
thought that it would be the physiology of today’s world. People who are posting on 
Instagram have the desire to create based on what is given to them. There was another 
viewer who visited lots of exhibitions. His [instinctive] feature is to take a photo of the 
wall of the exhibition with hashtags of the information of the show; the walls have 
different colors and sometimes the media is reflected. I found that is more interesting in 
terms of participation. There have been lots of discussions about viewers’ participation in 
art, but I think they [viewers] are ahead of the discourses in art.  
 
Park considered the actions viewers took, which were out of his expected range, as an act of 
creation. The photos posted on social media platforms especially, are new ways of experiencing 
and are platforms for other forms of participation. Rather than discussing whether the viewers 
participated in the works as I planned or not, he said, it would be more meaningful to talk about 
these alternative forms of participation. This is the reason why he did not ask viewers not to 
touch the light switch or just cover it. These decisions were not only made with the consideration 
of visual aesthetics, but also with thoughts of the potential possibilities of different experiences 
that viewers can make by themselves. He said that he respects others’ perspectives and 





other hand, feedback can be in the form of direct discussion or dialogue. However, he said that 
the experiences of visiting a gallery, writing one’s name in the guest books, taking photos of the 
shows, and posting these newly created photo images on SNS can also be important feedback for 
the artists since they can reflect the perspectives of others.  
Park also said that the viewers are a natural part of the artworks and also essential 
elements of his works, as they motivate him to continue making art. However, he said that 
although his works can be completed or achieved when the viewers participate or interact, it does 
not mean that the works can be interesting only with their participation or interaction. He 
emphasized that what he aims for is to create works that can be interesting enough by 
themselves, even without viewer participation.  
Art world influence. For Park, the context of the show is important in determining how 
to design the experiences of viewers. In Periphery of the Facts (2018), the context of being in a 
group show with the other two artists motivated him to minimize the physical elements of his 
works, the point of which was to trick viewers into thinking that the show was by two artists, not 
by three artists. The context for Spinoff from the Facts (2019) was also significant in deciding 
what experiences he would design. While the context of a group exhibition and a balance with 
the works of the other artists was considered for Periphery of the Facts (2018), since Spinoff 
from the Facts (2019) was a solo show, it mainly relied on how to utilize the whole space.  
In Spinoff from the Facts, the drawings and texts were displayed depending on the 
architectural structure of the gallery space. Insa Art Space has three stories. Once the viewers 
enter, they see the partition, and beside it, there is the ground floor. On the left side of the first-
floor space, there are stairs to the basement and second floor. The first space has an exposed 





by the partial partition with window-shaped holes (Figure 13). While the first and second floors 
do not have the traditional forms of an art gallery, the basement is basically made up of white 
space. Due to the unusual structure of space, most artists do not prefer the first and second floors. 
However, for Park, it was more interesting to work with these unconventional spaces. 
The second floor was the most interesting part of the work because space was composed 
of unexpected segments. I used the projectors to place the images on the fractured walls. 
While space is in the format of one big room in the Doosan Art gallery, in Insa Art Space, 
the walls are weirdly divided and placed. It can be challenging for artists, but it was fun 













If the strongest motivation of his art-making is curiosity, the other parts that arouse 
Park’s interests are the given conditions. He said that the limited conditions actually promote 
more creativity. When restrictions are given, he continued, the creativity of the artists can be 
manifested as they try to make the best use of the given conditions.  
Figure 13. Park, Spinoff from the Facts (2019), second floor 





This is different from [making a compromise] without one’s choices or willingness. If the 
viewers can understand and sympathize with the given conditions, I think that could be 
the maximum creativity that can come out from those.  
 
For Park, the limitations given for the works or the shows by the gallery space promoted more 
creativity throughout the process of creating and working on his pieces.  
Besides the structure of the space, there were other given conditions and elements 
dictated by the art space and the program he participated in, such as the installation time and the 
financial support he could utilize. He said that he worked within his capacity (the gallery gave 
him a month to install his show Spinoff from the Facts (2019)) and it did take him a long time to 
install the work for the show. He also had assistants who helped him with the drawings, which 
let him spend more time organizing the contents and figuring out how to compose the images 
and texts.  
Reflection on the positions as an artist. When Park created the works, he positioned 
himself as a viewer who made decisions in the process of art-making. He sometimes listened to 
his fellow artists or curators, but his taste and decisions were far more important in the process of 
art-making.  
If there is only one viewer I have to satisfy, it should be me, who is in the position of the 
view[ing] with objective eyes. When I am in that position, if I think the works are 
interesting and worthy to see, then the work is good to go.  
 
He also said that he is not a patient viewer, which influences the visual aspects of his 
works; he does not like the works that have too much to read. This is related to his visual 
aesthetics, as well. There have to be parts that visually intrigue him to keep watching the show, 
which influences his way of making artworks. At the same time, he has tried to have an objective 





Also, he said that after he created the works, he was not in the position to create and 
control the works anymore. According to Park, the works themselves are, after being created and 
presented, public property. However, it does not mean the end of the work once it is in public. 
The works are in continuous states, even after the exhibition, as other things can come out as a 
result of their extensions. This is the reason why he lessened the burden on himself as an artist 
who has to make a perfectly completed form of artwork. For him, his role as an artist is not 
different from the viewers, but if there is a difference, it is him who makes decisions on how to 
set the ideas and contents of the work, and after he sets them up, he becomes one of the viewers.  
Park added, although he is an artist who thinks about the viewers a lot when he creates 
works, he thinks there are no myths for participatory art.  
[The writings about participatory art by] Claire Bishop and Nicolas Bourriaud are already 
obsolete… So-called progressive artists [who create art regarded as contemporary] who 
are in the [elite] exploit the viewers while they could not actually bring the changes. I 
couldn't agree more with this perspective [that art cannot make changes]. 
 
With this perspective, Park does not think about the possibility of leading viewers in a particular 
or preferred direction. Instead, he tries to have an objective eye on his own, thinking what would 
be more interesting and why he has to do what he is doing.  
Viewer-participants of Spinoff from the Facts 
 All three viewer-participants of the show Spinoff from the Facts (2019) interviewed in 
this research identify themselves as professional artists. All of them also went to the same art 
school as the artist, but in different years. All three viewer-participants were recruited through 
my general connection, however, they all know the artist in person, as they are fellow alumni. 
Although they attended the same school studying the same major, Park1 and Park2 





had information about Park’s past artworks and thus were able to see the trajectory of the artist. 
Park1 and Park3 were familiar with the show space, while Park2 said that it was her first time 
visiting the Insa Art Space, where the show Spinoff from the Facts (2019) was installed.  
Park1 and Park2 went to see the show together with another friend who is also an artist. Park3 
went to the show on the opening day when lots of people visited the show. Park2 had seen Park’s 
UV-visible ink drawings at Doosan Art Gallery prior to Spinoff from the Facts (2019), while 
Park1 and Park3 first saw Park’s UV-visible ink drawing installations at the show. All of them 
had information about what the show was about through either social media or mutual friends.   
Viewer-participant #1: Park1 
Background. Park1 went to the same university as Park. Both majored in painting during 
college, and Park was her senior. Park1 is an artist whose main focus is painting. She currently 
lives and works in Korea. She went to Spinoff from the Facts (2019) with her friends, Park2 and 
a slightly younger former classmate, all of whom graduated from the same university with her 
and Park. The group she went to the show with was composed of working artists in their thirties. 
Since she is currently in the art field, she has relatively more chances to see art compared to non-
artists.  
Expectations and experiences. Since Park1 said that she was familiar with Park’s past 
works, when she heard about Park’s exhibition, she wondered how Park would manage the 
show.  
Park made photographs using light before he went to study abroad. I also knew about his 
works during graduate school in the United States through SNS (Social Networking 
Service). I thought his works have changed into more interactive artworks.  
 





I knew that the work was based on the white space itself; there were no sculptures or 
objects, which I was interested and curious to experience. I wondered how the idea of 
keeping the gallery space as an empty white cube would be like when I actually 
experienced it. I also knew about techniques used for the show, which used the blacklight 
to see the drawings. 
 
Since she knew that the show was interactive, what she first did in the gallery was find a 
flashlight to use. However, she added that even if she did not know about the mechanism of the 
show, she would have easily figured it out since the flashlights were not difficult to find, and also 
there were instructions on how to see the work. She said that the technical aspects of the show 
were particularly interesting for her. However, she thought that the show would have been more 
interesting if viewers could explore and enjoy the white space itself without blacklight before 
experimenting with the UV-visible ink drawings in the space. If this were possible, she could 
have compared two different experiences; being in the white cube space which does not contain 
any images or objects without knowing there are drawings and then she could explore the space 
with blacklight, searching for images and texts. According to Park1, the information that the 
show was interactive through the use of flashlights reduced the level of interest, as well as 
precluded her from the chance to wholly explore the space as it was.  
 Since she already knew how to explore the show with the flashlight, she said that her 
focus was more on the contents and the messages of the show rather than the forms. Before she 
went to the show, she thought the technical aspect interesting. However, after exploring the 
show, the images and contents became more memorable for Park1. She also said that the method 
of exploring images on the wall met well with the technical devices of the work; searching 
images with blacklight allowed her only to get the partial information that fit the way that Park 





the show, the rest was learning about the content, which she could not have experienced if she 
did not go to see the show in person.  
 Her friends who went with her to the show also influenced her way of exploring the 
work. 
If I went to the show alone, I would have made decisions solely by myself [of] which 
ones I would see first for how long. However, because three people shined flashlights at 
the same time, the amount of the images exposed at once was different.  
 
Different from the experience of being alone and exploring the space by oneself, the presence of 
other viewers changed Park1’s experiences of the show. Her companions affected the decisions 
on how to see and what to see.  
Participation and decision-making. Since the range of the flashlights only allowed 
viewers to see from part to the part, Park1 said that the work asked viewers to decode the 
contents. While the drawings were all over the walls—even on the ceilings and floors, viewers 
can only see a piece at a time. This characteristic of the work, Park1 said, made her keep moving 
to follow the messages of the artist by connecting the partial information.  
She rated her contribution to the work as a three out of five. For her, the work was both 
autonomous and non-autonomous because there were several ways she could make decisions, 
such as the order where to look and how to move, but no matter which order or which movement 
she chose, the total amount of information provided was already decided by the artist. According 
to her, that aspect of the show had controlling parts.  
Since my interaction did not affect or change the work, I would say that the level of my 
contribution would be three out of five… I saw the ground floor first, went down to the 
basement, and lastly checked the second floor; there was no order decided. I just followed 
my instincts. Even if there were instructions on which parts to see first, I would have just 
done what I wanted.  
 





There were only three of us in the gallery, and we thought the blacklight would be more 
effective in the dark space. The light switch was very accessible, and we just tried to turn 
it off. It was more fun and effective, giving a horror mood [laugh]. I also thought that 
would not be what the artist wanted and intended though. 
 
She does not remember which floor she was on when she turned off the lights, but she recalled 
that it was the space without much natural light coming in. She assumed that would have been 
the basement. It was more interesting for her to experience the drawings in the dark space, 
although she thought that the artist did not want all of the drawings to be seen at once.  
Positions and reflections. Park1 understood that her position as a viewer in the show 
Spinoff from the Facts (2019) was based on limited autonomy, which could not be free from the 
passivity given by the frame the artist offered. She also pointed out the similarities and the 
differences between the ways the artist collected the information and the ways viewers 
experienced it.  
I think the process of the work done by the artist, which was research-based, and the 
ways to acquire the information from the open sea through sorting out and capturing was 
somehow related to the ways viewers explore the drawings on the wall with blacklight. 
The difference would be, for viewers, [that] the pool of information to explore in the 
show was limited since it was already chosen and contextualized by the artist.  
 
She perceived the artist as one who had the power to control since he was the one who planned 
things out before viewers. This was why she thought the viewers in the show seemed 
autonomous, but actually that autonomy was only possible in the realm the artist set. Thus, she 
said the role of the artist and the role of the viewers in Spinoff from the Facts (2019) were clearly 
distinguishable.  
 For her, art is the act of making a statement, which expresses one’s opinions and 
thoughts. However, she said that not every opinion or thought can be art. The aesthetic sense and 





does not mean that everyone has the capacity to make art. Also, the system is something that 
gives authority to these aesthetic abilities.  
Viewer-participant #2: Park2 
Background. Park2 went to the show with Park1. She is also a painter and goes to see art 
exhibitions often. She went to undergraduate and graduate school in Korea and the United States, 
and she currently lives and works in New York. Since she went to the same school with Park in 
Korea, she is familiar with his past works. Also, she went to Park’s open studio when he attended 
graduate school in New York. She recalled it was around five years ago, so she assumed that his 
work has changed a bit, but she was familiar with is past works.  
I cannot say that I was keeping up with all of his works, but I knew that he was more into 
social or community issues rather than personal issues, that was my assumption [that I 
had before going to see his works]. 
 
Prior to seeing Spinoff from the Facts (2019) at Insa Art Space in Seoul, she also saw his work 
Periphery of the Facts (2018) at the Doosan Art Gallery in New York.  
Expectations and experiences. Since Park2 saw Periphery of the Facts (2018) before 
going to see Spinoff from the Facts (2019), she knew the mechanism of how Park’s work 
functioned with blacklight. She had the information that Spinoff from the Facts (2019) utilized 
the same technique used in Periphery of the Facts (2018). 
I remember the show I saw in Korea used the whole gallery space. It was more like the 
installation while the work in Doosan Art Gallery had more characteristics of the object. I 
think it is because it was a group show in Doosan so several people exhibited together in 
one space. On the other hand, in Korea, I think the artist relied more on the projectors to 
make drawings. It seemed he used the space more fully in Insa Art Space. 
 
The information she had before she went to see his works at Doosan Art Gallery and Insa Art 
Space was more focused on the concepts the artist was interested in. Thus, she said that she did 





the work Periphery of the Facts (2018) before Spinoff from the Facts (2019) show, she wondered 
if the show at Insa Art Space would be similar to what she had seen before.  
Since I saw the work in New York, which I felt [was] more like objects, I thought the 
show in Seoul would be similar to what I saw. However, the space of the show in Seoul 
was darker and thus I got the impression that it was more into the light, which was 
surprising to me.  
 
She remembered that light was more essential in Spinoff from the Facts (2019) compared to 
Periphery of the Facts (2018). She also added that if the setup of the space was different, for 
example, if the space was darker or lighter, the experience would have been different. These 
possibilities made her think more about the potentials for how this show could be in different 
settings.  
I thought that light was more important in the show (Spinoff from the Facts (2019)) in 
Seoul, however, I remember that the space was not well-managed to facilitate such 
installation work. If the show was about the objects, the basic lighting would be enough, 
but the show (Spinoff from the Facts (2019)) was more sensitive with lighting (as it used 
blacklight and the how bright the space is also essential). 
 
She talked with her companions about how the impression of the show would change if the setup 
was different, and she remembered that the galley was not managed as well as she would expect 
for a show using techniques in which the lighting was essential. She mentioned that the gallery 
should have cared more about the management of the space, such as the lighting of the gallery, 
since the works were sensitive to the lighting conditions of the space.  
 In the beginning, she wondered how blacklight functioned, and after figuring out the 
mechanisms when viewing the work, she got into exploring it. She was not sure whether there 
were instructions letting viewers know how the flashlights would work. However, regardless of 
whether there were instructions or not, she figured it out by doing it. Also, since she had 
companions, it was relatively easy to decide what to do with the flashlights. She remembered 





 Park2 recalled that it was more interesting to be with other viewers.  
It was usually more fun to be with others when you watch something. You can have 
conversations with them and also the feeling of space would be different if you are with 
others. I think there are elements that are helpful in terms of experiencing something. If it 
was only one room, then the experience of being with other people would not be that 
important, but since it was three stories, the physical size of the space made us spend 
more time and effort. Since I did not know about that in advance and did not have the 
mind setup to devote too much of my time and energy to the show, it was helpful to be 
with others. Being with and exploring with friends were more motivating and made the 
experience more interesting.  
 
It was Park2’s first time visiting Insa Art Space, while her other two companions were familiar 
with the gallery space.  
Participation and decision-making. Park2 recalled that the instructions were not that 
kind to viewers, which made her decide what to do on impulse. Since she was free from 
instructions, she thought the decisions she made while she was experiencing the show would be 
autonomous. However, she said that her decisions were less connected to the work.   
If my behavior was important or my movement was directly related to the contents of the 
work using, for example, GPS technology, I would have felt that I was contributing to the 
work. However, I did not feel my decisions or movement were linked to the work in real-
time. That made me think my gestures were not that important to the work.  
 
She said that the effort she put into Park’s show was not different from the effort she usually uses 
for other art exhibitions. She rated her level of contribution as a two out of five because the setup 
of the exhibition already supposed the viewers’ movements and actions. However, to give a 
higher rating, she said, her presence or the context of her interaction would have to be actively 
involved with the work.  
Either physically or conceptually, I think the point where to find meanings of the 
existence of viewers in the work was not strong to say that the contribution of viewers 
was essential.  
 
The setup of the show, nonetheless, she added, asked viewers to move around with flashlights; if 





nothing to do with the will of viewers. The rule was something the viewers were supposed to 
follow in order to see. That was the reason why she gave a two out of five, but a zero or a five. 
Positions and reflections. Park2 said that she did everything she was supposed to do; she 
followed the implicit rule of the show. If she did not follow the rule, the exhibition would not 
allow her to see the work and thus it would have been difficult to say that she saw the show.  
I went to the show to see the work, so I decided to see whatever was given to me. I think 
I followed the basic lines and rules of the show since I think I saw what was there. The 
show could not force me how to see, what to see, or how to move, but I think I performed 
almost every part the show wanted me to do.  
 
She also talked about the basic setup, which might possibly change the impression of the work. 
In this sense, the setup for Spinoff from the Facts (2019) seemed important for her, and the artist 
was the one who controlled and planned the setup. In this show, she said that if the artist was a 
person who made decisions on how to utilize the space and make the rules, the viewers were the 
people who were expected to perform in the way the artist planned.  
For Park2, an artist can be an artist only when he has the intention of making art. 
Although she added, many people can do mathematics and know the mathematical formula, they 
are not necessarily mathematicians. With professional knowledge and after receiving the related 
education, one can acquire the qualification. 
Viewer-participant #3: Park3 
Background. Park3 is an artist who is in his forties. He went to university with Park. He 
created research-based artwork, and he is exposed to the art world and other artists’ works. He 
said that he goes to see art shows at least once a month. Compared to Park1 and Park2, he is 
personally closer to Park. He had information about Spinoff from the Facts (2019) before his 





Although he was not actually able to help out, he knew about the content, concepts, and the 
format of the show. He went to the opening of the show.  
Expectations and experiences. Since Park3 knew about what the show would be about, 
he wanted to see how the idea was embodied in the show. He was curious as to how the 
blacklight technique would be realized in the gallery space because of its nature as a special 
effect that used special ink for drawing on the wall. He also knew that the show would not turn 
off the lights, and he wondered if the drawings would be visible with the lighting setup of the 
gallery space. Park3 said that those concerns were satisfied because it was not difficult to see the 
drawings when using the flashlight, even with the gallery lights on. He also predicted how Park 
would utilize the space. Park3 was familiar with Insa Art Space and knew that it was not a 
typical white cube space. 
That gallery space is unusual; especially the second floor is not an empty space like other 
usual gallery spaces. The space there on the second floor was divided, hidden, and 
overlapped by the walls or doors, I think Park used this characteristic of the space very 
well. In the parts where the walls overlapped, he made drawings continue throughout the 
different walls from a certain perspective. I heard that it happened naturally since Park 
used the projector to make drawings. [It was interesting that] where the wall was cut off, 
the drawings were still connected to the wall behind it.  
 
Park3 was also familiar with Park’s past works, and thus he was able to see how Park’s artistic 
world had developed, what had changed and what was consistent. He said that the artist 
visualized his concept into the work without missing or exceeding. Especially in terms of the 
way of showing and the ways of letting viewers experience the piece. 
Park3 recalled that he did not commit any special actions that are memorable. However, 
he remembered that he came closer to the wall to see the drawings better. While he was looking 
over the wall in the range of the flashlight, if he found something that attracted his attention, then 





about the material itself, which made him look more closely. It was not only the wall, he added, 
the drawings were also on the ceilings and the floors.  
 Since Park3 went to the show on an opening day, there were lots of other viewers and 
their presence influenced his experience. Park3 recalled that when other people shined the 
flashlight to a certain part, he also wondered what would be there and saw a part that he would 
have not seen if he was alone in the space. He said that his movement to different floors was 
random—where to go next was not pre-decided; he could choose where to go and see first. When 
he felt that he saw enough, he moved. Also, although it was an opening night in which people 
usually spend time mingling with each other, he remembered that he spent more time seeing the 
work because it required his active attention.  
Different from the video which has the running time, the work was something I had to 
keep searching for, so I spent more time than [at] other usual art shows. I assumed that I 
saw enough since I spent time with certain parts, then I moved to the next.  
 
Since the drawings were composed of Korean texts and illustrations, he inferred the contents 
while searching for the next drawings. He recalled that it seemed that the drawings were from 
articles and images from the newspaper. He wondered why the artist chose the specific contents 
for the show. Park3 said that he got curious about the artist's intention because the contents of 
drawings contained social and political articles, such as material about the  Korean pro-
democracy movement from the 1980s and 1990s, which were difficult to merely ignore.  
Participation and decision-making. Park3 said that his role as a viewer was important 
in Spinoff from the Facts (2019) since unless he searched, there was no way to see the works. For 
him, turning on the flashlight was a basic rule of the show, not optional. When he had a 





participation in the work was autonomous. For this reason, he rated his importance as a viewer at 
a four out of five. 
Because I had to search for something by myself, it was different from the paintings on 
the wall or the video on the screen which are visible without my effort to search.  
 
On the other hand, although his participation was autonomous, the work was not affected by his 
participation. 
The participation of the viewers was an essential part of the show in its method and 
structure, however, I did not think that viewers’ participation was related to the 
contribution of the work. If the work was interactive and changing [because of] the 
viewers’ actions, the contribution of the viewers would have been important, but this 
show was not such a case. 
 
For him, the show itself asked viewers to be active, but the work itself was not interactive, as it 
did not change through the viewers’ participation. Thus, he rated the level of viewer contribution 
for the show at one out of five because viewers did not play a significant role in completing the 
work.  
 Park3 said that the autonomy he had came from the viewer perspective. Although it was 
autonomous, he recognized that there were rules he had agreed upon, such as using the flashlight, 
which weren’t optional. He added that if the viewer wanted to play the game, he had to follow 
the rule.  
There were flashlights and the instruction, which was the basic rule to follow to see the 
work. If one did not want to follow it, but instead get the concept without experiencing it, 
then it can be another way of experiencing it. The show was, anyway, completed without 
[his participation].  
 
For Park3, without viewer participation that follows the given conditions, the work is already 
completed. He said that, from his perspective, Spinoff from the Facts (2019) would not be 
participatory art. Even though the structure and the method were more active and proactive 





mechanism that could only be experienced with a flashlight. It was up to viewers’ whether they 
used the flashlight or not, but once the viewers decided to participate, the flashlight was the 
premise of the show, which was the reason why he counted his experience from Spinoff from the 
Facts (2019) as that of a conventional art show.  
That was an appreciation, not participation. Participatory art is the art that the roles of the 
viewers or participants are significant, as it influences the contents or brings the changes 
in the works; without the participants, the work was not completed. It was not a matter of 
viewers, even without viewers, the work itself cannot exist without participation, then it 
is participatory art… I do not see Park’s work as participatory in that sense.  
 
For Park3, Spinoff from the Facts (2019) was not participatory. At the same time, his 
participation was essential for experiencing the show, which he perceived to be the same 
mechanism of conventional art show experiences.  
Positions and reflections. Since Park3 is a fellow artist, he positioned himself not only 
as a viewer, but also as a critic. He wondered why Park chose the specific articles and images 
because they were not full versions but more like the headlines. He felt that the artist had a clear 
intention and standard when he chose the content, but he doubted whether the format was the 
best way to show that specific content.  
The form was a big part of the work, and it seemed the contents fit well with the form as 
the messages broadcasted and conveyed were hidden, and thus we had to search. 
However, for me, the show seemed more focused on the form because the specificity of 
the contents seemed not that important.  
 
On the other hand, he distinguished his role as a viewer in the show from his role as an artist.  
There was a big difference. I behaved in the frame the artist created. The work was not 
for contingency or improvisation at all. It was all made prior to the viewers. That was 
why the contribution level is one out of five. There were no elements of impromptu 
discussion or performance.  
 
For Park3, art is a professional field, although it can be defined differently by others. It would be 





pop culture, more in the realm of specialized culture and the academy. This is why he does not 
consider everyone to be an artist.  
Researcher’s Journal  
I could not see the show Spinoff from the Facts (2019) in person, but I experienced Park’s 
UV-visible drawings with blacklight two times (once in Periphery of the Facts and in another 
small piece in the group show at Macy Gallery at Teachers College, Columbia University) which 
Park recalled as showcases of Spinoff from the Facts.  
I first saw Park’s visible ink drawings at Doosan Art Gallery in 2018. He was ahead of 
me in school, and I remember his video work from 2008 or 2009, which I saw in his 
undergraduate graduation show. For almost ten years, I had seen his works online, but not in 
person. I did not have information about the work at Doosan Art Gallery except that Park was 
part of a three-person show.  
I remember when I entered the gallery space there were people who were holding 
flashlights and shining them on the walls right next to the entrance. Since the gallery had big 
glass doors and windows, it seemed like they were doing a performance when I saw them from 
the outside. I went to the show on the opening night, and thus the gallery space was filled with 
people. Since there were limited numbers of flashlights, I watched other viewers’ exploration of 
the drawings with a blacklight. It was easy to realize the mechanisms of the work thanks to the 
other viewers who were holding the flashlights and projecting the blacklights on the wall, which 
was the most interesting part to me. If I were the only person in the gallery space, I would have 
not experienced the collective experiences of several flashlights shining on different parts of the 
wall simultaneously. However, since there were several other viewers, even without holding a 





viewers. I felt that the other viewers were performing for me and since their pace of reading texts 
and watching drawings was different from mine, I felt their movement worked in a similar 
manner to video works, of which I cannot control the speed. On the other hand, when I held the 
flashlight, I was able to experience the drawings at my pace. I could decide where to see and how 
long I would see, which gave me more freedom but at the same time a sense of responsibility. 
Thus, my sense of the importance of my being as a viewer and participant was subjective to the 
existences of other viewers.    
I also remember that there were brief instructions, but I did not need to read them since 
other viewers were demonstrating what to do with Parks works. Also, the flashlights were the 
objects that were accessible, even in the gallery setting. It was very clear to me that the 
flashlights were there as devices to experience the works, not as art objects. It was interesting to 
see the images appearing on the white walls when the blacklights were on, and at the same time, 
watching viewers who were exploring the works also added value to the experience. Although 
there were no directions about where to start, usually people, including myself, started from the 
shelf where the flashlights were placed.  
The content started with the information about the flight that was shot down. There were 
drawings and texts which reminded me of comics. It was not difficult to assume that the contents 
were somehow connected to each other even though I did not read all of them with a full 
attention span. Since there were other viewers and the drawings were mostly placed on one wall, 
it was easy to have a glimpse of the parts other viewers were exploring. The drawings and texts 
mimicked the fonts on the news articles and the drawings also were the images I could easily see 
from the newspaper illustration. However, when I watched them closely, I could easily recognize 





the gesture of holding a flashlight to search images gave me the impression that I was exploring 
wall paintings in a cave.  
The second experience with Park’s UV-visible ink drawings occurred at Macy Gallery at 
Teachers College, Columbia University. It was also a group show, and thus his works were on 
one side of the gallery space. Since the setting of the work did not change the basic setup of the 
white cube space, his works did not interfere with other artworks, the lights in the space were on, 
and the wall remained white.  
Since I was not in Korea at the time the Spinoff from the Facts (2019) show was taking 
place, I was not able to see the show in person. However, I am familiar with Insa Art Space 
where the show happened and had experienced Park’s works that used the same techniques and 
content from the two other shows, so I could imagine the Spinoff from the Facts (2019) 
experience.  
Through the interview with Park, I realized what my experience of Spinoff from the Facts 
(2019) would be like, based on my previous experiences. The only part where I had to rely on the 
data from others had to do with the experiences associated with the gallery space. It seemed that 
in the show, the constructive aspects of gallery space were a significant consideration in the 
experience of his UV-visible drawing works. Since the two shows where I saw his works were 
group shows, he used only part of the space. On the other hand, when his show took up the 
whole gallery space, especially a gallery with three floors that have different setups for each 
floor, the viewers’ experiences would be extended. Also, the fact that Spinoff from the Facts 
(2019) was a solo show seemed important from the perspective of space utilization. It seemed 
that the drawings were more associated with the structure and characteristics of the space than I 





importance of the space setup. Not only the structure of the space, but also the condition of 
gallery space, such as the lighting, could be also influential to the experiences of viewers and 


































V – CROSS-CASE ANAYSIS AND DISCUSSION 
Introduction 
 This chapter is organized into four themes, which I identified through comparing and 
contrasting the cases of the three artworks. The themes were selected to cast light on the main 
aims of this research: understanding how the power mechanisms of PA cases function and what 
elements of democratic values are at play in those cases. The themes are: (1) Motivations and 
Goals: Expected Roles, (2) Relations: Executed Roles, (3) Power Dynamics: Care and Control, 
and (4) Reflection and Repositioning. Each theme is discussed through the cross-cases analysis 
and in relation to the scholarly literature, and draws upon data from the interviews from artists 
and viewers/participants, as well as my experiences and reflections as both a viewer/participant 
and researcher.  
Motivations and Goals: Expected Roles 
 The participating artists’ motivations and goals of art creation are closely associated with 
the reasons why they create art that is interactive/participatory/collaborative. If the motivations 
and goals the artists had represented their expectations of their own roles as artists, viewers’ 
motivations to participate showed their own concepts of their roles as viewers. In this section, I 
will discuss how artists and viewers perceive and expect their own roles to develop in art 
experiences through the motivations and goals of art creation and participation and the process of 





Art Creation   
Creating art is not a simple mechanism. There are layered and complicated reasons why 
artists continue creating art. This motivation also influences how and what they create. The goals 
of art-making by each artist-participant of this research are not one-layered; they have distinct 
motivations and at the same time share a similar desire for art-creation. Their motivations and 
goals of creation have layers and different directions—the desires they want to achieve as artists 
and the ones they want their viewers to achieve through the viewers’ experiences of their works. 
Although there are differences, the data showed that these desires the artists have are 
interconnected. 
Different motivations and goals. The three artists showed different motivations for 
creating artworks. While Koh wants to contribute to society through forms of art, for Ahn, the 
biggest purpose of making art is her self-satisfaction, while Park wants to make art more 
accessible to people. Their goals and motivations for art-making also show how they position 
themselves as artists.  
For Koh, creation is closely associated with his sense of mission: letting people realize 
that their power of creation is not limited under the name of art and the art system. His project, 
Artlabor (2017-2018), is based on this mission and belief that everyone is and can be a creator. 
This point of view very resembles the practice of artist Joseph Beuys’ (1972) notion of “Jeder 
Mensch ein Künstler” [Every person (is) an artist], in which he attempted to de-professionalize 
the artists. In the Artlabor project (2017-2018), Koh also tried to reverse the notion of the artist’s 
role, as he said, “what I did was the outsourced jobs, not a creation.” Although through the 
process he realized that the creation and labor are not separable. It started from the question of 
what makes someone an artist these days, and to challenge the ideas that today’s artists are 





At the same time, for Koh, art is the act of sharing personal taste and knowledge, and thus 
building spiritual bonds, which can be related to the idea of relational art posed by Bourriaud 
(1998/2002). Both Bourriaud’s relational art and Koh aim to build relationships through the act 
of sharing, which is based on the idea of turning viewers or consumers into creators/artists or 
into participants in the act of creation. The way Koh used dialogue to build a relationship 
between the artist and project participants is what Kester (2011, 2013) advocates for as a method 
for participatory practices.   
If Koh is interested in questioning the role of an artist as part of his sense of mission to 
explore societal context and relationships between people, Ahn, on the other hand, is more 
interested in art creation as a way for self-satisfaction. She neither thinks her art contributes to 
society, nor does she want it to, although she thinks she needs to learn these attitudes from her 
fellow artists, like Koh, who have a sense of mission. This gap between what she perceives as 
what she does and what she needs to perform shows that there is a certain expectation of the 
artist today. Artists are no longer considered narcissistic geniuses, but now they are expected to 
perform a certain societal role, putting art not in the realm of private, but in the realm of the 
public (as cited in Bishop, 2004; Bourriaud, 2002). This also meets PA’s ideal aim, which is 
distinguishably demonstrated in Boal’s (1992/2002) theatrical practices to empower the 
individual and reposition them to members of the public. Although Ahn does not adapt to this 
idea of democratic practices, she is very aware of it and expresses the concern that she does not 
perform the expected roles of an artist.   
As she described herself as a picky perfectionist who is difficult to please, in her case, 
self-satisfaction would be a high standard both for her artistic ideas and creation. She also 





consideration is whether she is satisfied with the works or not; this desire to make something 
satisfying is a motivation that propels her to continue making art.  
Park’s motivation for making art involve opening up the space for viewers to access 
artworks, no matter whether they have professional knowledge in art or not. He is against the 
idea of the elitism of art, the concept that art is only for people in the art field, which meets 
Koh’s mission of art creation at some level. From this perspective, Park’s motivation for art 
creation aims at democratic ideals, which take art into the realm of equality no matter the amount 
of knowledge or professional experiences one has. As Park said “I tried to think of something 
that viewers can quickly get into the work.” This position meets what Ranciére (2009a; Ranciére 
& Pangia, 2000) and Ruitenberg (2008) write about the conditions for the enactment of 
democracy. The actions for equality can be enacted when there is inequality, which is the proof 
of the existing inequality. 
Common motivations and goals. Although all three artists showed different 
perspectives on their motivation and goal for making art, there are common motivations they 
want their art to achieve. 
First, self-satisfaction, which was discussed in the previous section as Ahn’s initial 
motivation for making art can be also found in both Park’s and Koh’s cases. In Park’s case, he 
positions himself as the very first model to satisfy, as he said “if there is only one viewer I have 
to satisfy, it should be me, who is in the position of the viewer with objective eyes.” Koh also 
positions himself in a similar manner. According to Koh, “I initially set up the idea that all 
people including myself are the viewers because I sometimes giggled when I just came up with a 
new idea.” Making oneself the first viewer to satisfy is related to the practice of positioning and 





practice, the artist positioning self as an exemplary consumer, is what Groys (1999) claims. This 
will be further discussed in the section “Artists’ Perspectives on Their Positions”.  
The three artists share as a common desire and goal of art creation the motivation to 
create diverse experiences and to experiment to find something new for viewers. It is most 
distinguishably found in Koh’s case. For Koh, everyone’s life can be art by itself, and one’s 
perspective is what makes life art. He also emphasized the importance of being aware of one’s 
tastes, which he considers as an important source for creation but lacks in Korean society. Based 
on this notion, it is also very clear to Koh that trying something new can be an act of creation. 
Understanding one’s self is where the changes can start, he said. For him, changes are important. 
He thinks there are no original things in the world since everything is influenced by someone 
else. Creation is change on top of these influences; it does not have to be something 
revolutionary or innovative. Thus, for him, understanding one’s taste and trying something new 
and unfamiliar is an essential and fundamental act of creation. As he further elaborated: 
When you have the pinch of sugar instead of salt that you have every day on your egg 
and realize that sugar on it can [also be] tasty, I think that this kind of experience can be 
the starting point.  
  
These changes are the seeds of one’s creative power and shift a person from a viewer to a 
creator, which Koh believes and tries to execute in Artlabor (2017-2018). In a deeper sense, 
Artlabor can be understood as a project intended to bring up changes in the participants’ 
thoughts and behaviors through the process of realizing viewers’ creative ideas. Thus, they can 
experience something new and different, as well as breaking free from the monotony pervasive 
in Korean society. This goal of Artlabor goes along with Joseph Beuys’ idea that “Jeder Mensch 





perception of art and artist. Koh believes in re-imagining society through the realization of one’s 
potential to make changes push the individual to go further in society.  
Ahn and Park also talked about the importance of the experiences of something new and 
diverse for viewers. Especially, for Park, doing and experimenting with something different is 
vital in art experiences as he said, 
… this is the time there is the largest number of people who claim that they are the artists 
in statistics and historically. I think what makes this happen is a desire to make something 
experimental. Rather than buying something that already exists, people want to create and 
experiment things by themselves. I think that is why people, both the artists and viewers, 
still appreciate art [as art is the way to experiment something new]. 
 
Creating “the situations people have not experienced before” is what he aims for in his works. 
Also, the idea of having something new is found in his expectations about viewers. At the same 
time, according to Park, he appreciates the differing experiences viewers have with his work. He 
believes that what makes his works more bountiful and richer is hearing about those viewers who 
experience his works from varied perspectives and at diverse levels. He even counted the cases 
of viewers changing the settings of the gallery by turning off the lights, which he said he was not 
comfortable with at the beginning, but later on he became interested in the viewers’ 
motivations..  
Diversity of viewpoints and experimentation with something new are vital motivations, 
goals, and expectations for Ahn, as well. However, if Park wants to play around with those 
experiments more explicitly through his works, it is more nuanced in Ahn's case. These concepts 
are directly related to the contents of Ahn's works rather than related to the ways of creation. 
What Ahn wants her viewers to experience is unpredictability. She does not want her viewers to 





expect and through this, accommodate new experiences. It is her interest and what makes her 
keep creating art.  
Experiencing and creating something new and different can also be described as curiosity 
and being interesting, which is something the cases of three artists in common. For Park, keeping 
viewers’ tension and their curiosity is significant; these factors influence how he planned and 
structured the ideas, works, and shows. For Ahn, on the other hand, the structure and ideas are 
dependent, not necessarily on keeping viewers’ curiosity, but more on whether her curiosity will 
be fulfilled. Arousing curiosity and the interests of people or the artist is also related to the idea 
of creation in association with new and diverse experiences. For example, Koh wanted the 
participants to realize through Artlabor that they have the power to have new experiences. In this 
sense, every case developed differently. The first step Koh took was to figure out the needs of 
each participant and find the best ways of realizing their ideas in possibly interesting ways. The 
openness was important, as well, since openness is the space where the creativity can get in.  
As examined through the three cases of the artworks, the motivations and goals of the 
artists are closely related to the planning and the execution of the works. Also, they can be found 
in the reasons why they chose specific forms and content, as well as the strategies they used and 
the decisions they made throughout the process of art creation. It is related to the motives of why 
they involved interactive/collaborative/participatory elements into their works, and thus can also 
be a good source for understanding the artists’ conception of values and the roles of art. Also, 
this idea of diverse viewpoints and experiences can be related to the idea of dissensus, which will 
be further discussed in the “Aware of different ways of experiencing – potential dissensus” 






Viewers’ motivation to participate. The data about the viewer-participants’ motivations 
to participate provide the information about how artists activate their participation. Interestingly, 
the cases of viewer-participants in this study meet some of the artists’ strategies to let viewers 
participate/interact/collaborate. These similarities between the motivations of the artists and the 
ones of viewer-participants might illuminate what values and behaviors to appreciate, especially 
through the experiences of art and its participation.  
Table 5: The Way How the Viewers Know about the Artist. 
 
Viewers’ initial motivations to participate in the works were relatively lighthearted 
compared to the artist’s motivation for creation. Several viewer-participants answered that their 
very first motivation for participation was derived from the relationship with the artist. Koh1, 
Ahn1, and Park3 are friends of the artist. Ahn3, Park1, and Park2 knew the artist as a fellow 
artist or went to the same school, so they were acquainted with the artist. Koh3 and Ahn2 have a 
mutual acquaintance of the artist. Koh2 knew the artist from a past professional event. In short, 
all of the viewers had certain information about the artist, whether it was about their artistic 
career or personal aspects (Table 5). It is interesting how the motivation to participate can derive 
from familiarity or previous contact the viewers had with the artists. This relationship helped 
viewers to have a certain level of trust and expectation about the work. It functioned as a safety 
net for viewers, and thus helped them to make decisions on whether to participate.  
As friends of the artist Koh1, Ahn1, Park3 
As fellows /Went to the same school Ahn3, Park1, Park2 
From a mutual acquaintance Koh3, Ahn2 





As Ruitenberg (2011) claims, “the types of relationship it engenders with the viewer” 
decides the characteristics and messages of the work. It is meaningful to see what kinds of 
relationships are aimed for and which are actually executed. The viewer-participants of all three 
cases had personal familiarity with the respective artists, however, the ways each case built and 
developed the relationships were different (this will be detailed in the following sections).  
Relations: Executed Roles 
Artists’ Perspectives on Their Positions 
When artists think of their positions, those positions are not necessarily static. As Groys 
(1999) claimed that artists today are functioning as exemplary consumers, all three artists said 
that they count themselves not only as a creator, but also as one of the viewers who very first 
experience the works. The data shows that besides being exemplary consumers or representative 
spectators, the artists’ positions are not simple.  
Especially in Koh’s case, his positions are multitudinous and flexible depending on the 
characteristics of each case. He said that his initial position is as the person who receives and 
completes the requests of his clients. However, throughout the project, he recalled that he 
performed different roles, such as a collaborator, receiver, composer, and curator. Although it 
cannot be changed that he is the one who very first started the project and is responsible for the 
outcomes, he was very open to all the possible roles he could play during the process. Through 
this, he questions what his role and position as an artist in terms of the relationships with his 
viewers/participants/clients would be. 
While Koh’s question about his positions was mostly focused on and arose through the 





and after they complete the works. Both Ahn and Park try to have a critical eye concerning their 
works during the process of planning and making. However, how they decide to position 
themselves after completing the work is different. Ahn describes herself as a person who holds 
more cards than her viewers and who doesn’t show her cards to her viewers. This position is 
maintained after she completes the work, as she positions herself as an observer of viewers’ 
reactions. She locates herself “outside” and positions herself as one who looks inside to see how 
the viewers behave. In Ahn’s case, she sees herself as the one who holds the power to control the 
planning and the presenting the works. In Park’s case, on the other hand, during the process of 
creation he depicts himself as one who designs the viewer experience, but when the work is done 
and presented to the viewers, he positions himself as one of the viewers, which is different from 
Ahn. The data showed that although there were no big differences in viewers’ experiences based 
on the different positions the artists have after the completion of the works, the perception and 
attitude the artist has toward his/her positions reflects upon their relationships with the viewers 
(which will be discussed in the section “Power Dynamics: Care and Control”). 
If we borrow the theater metaphor from Boal (1992/2002, 1979/2006) and Ranciére 
(2008/2009b) to consider that the artwork is on stage, there are differences in how each artist 
positions themselves and their viewers. During the procedure of the project, Koh places both 
participants and himself onstage and they work/act together. Ahn, on the other hand, does not 
position herself on stage, but places viewers onstage and observes their actions. Park also does 
not stand on stage, yet his viewers can choose to either to be on stage or not, because of the 
insufficiency of the information (the cases when the viewers do not realize that there are 





know that drawings are there. Even though Park does not position himself onstage, he constantly 
simulates self with his viewers having the opportunity to be on or off the stage.  
These different positions are set and chosen by each artist. This, in turn, demonstrates 
how the artists hold the power to decide how to position themselves and the participants in their 
works.  
Viewers’ Perception on the Roles of Themselves and Artist  
In Koh’s project, although all three viewers have similar thoughts about the roles of 
viewers and the artist, their descriptions of their roles were a bit different. Koh1 described the 
relationship between Koh and himself as Koh being a producer who took the job of planning 
while Koh1 was a supplier of props. Koh3 also said that what Koh did in his project was 
directing the whole scenario and coaching her on what to do while she completed the parts given 
to her. Koh2 also said that what Koh did was closer to the job of a curator, while she did not do 
many things in the project. Koh2 thinks that what she did was not significant in terms of the 
project itself. What Koh2 did was to provide a clue for the project, connect the professional 
dancers to the artist, and interview them as the artist requested, which she did not consider to be 
the role of an artist. Koh1, Ko2, and Koh3 all said that their roles in the project were 
distinguished from that of Koh. Koh, on the other hand, aimed for the participants to feel that 
they had taken the initiative and the leading role. However, this aim is not limited to the 
experience of the project Artlabor (2017-2018), but is more like a hope he has for the 
participants toward their attitudes about life. From this perspective, the cases of Koh1 and Koh3 
can be seen as successful ones, as they now perceive themselves as creators and have started to 





At the same time, it is interesting that in the Artlabor (2017-2018) project, although it 
was the viewers/clients/participants who provided the initial creative ideas, they did not perceive 
themselves as initiators. Their cases have complicated power dynamics, as Koh, the artist, tried 
to converse and forfeit his position as an artist by making viewers artists instead. However, Koh 
also realized that he cannot forfeit his portion in creation, as he is involved and contributes the 
ideas of each project. In the end, he realized that labor cannot be detached from creation. It, thus 
established his position as an artist, rather than a person who provides a mere labor service.  
Compared to Koh’s case, in both Ahn and Park’s cases, viewers strongly felt that there 
was a setup that was already decided and provided to them. As shown in the previous section, in 
Ahn’s case, the viewer-participants had different perspectives on what was given to them, since 
the work itself was more nuanced in terms of its forms and mechanisms of operation. Ahn3 did 
not realize even that Ahn’s work has participatory/interactive elements, so she said that what she 
did in Ahn’s show was not different from the shows with conventional forms of art, thus 
naturally positioning herself as a passive receiver. Ahn1, on the contrary, said that her role in 
Ahn’s work was bigger than the one she had when appreciating conventional forms of art. These 
two cases, Ahn1 and Ahn2, show their assumptions that viewers are passive receivers in most of 
the usual art experiences. This is the condition that several scholars highlight, such as Ranciére 
(2008/2009b), who emphasizes the power of interpretation to switch viewers from passive 
voyeurs to active participants. Artists like Trivanija and Hill also like to boost the bonds of 
community and have tried to transform the community into more democratic relations and 
positions. Compared to Ahn1, Ahn2 was a bit critical about his position and his relationship with 
the work. He said that he was a mere device to complete the work and what the artist planned, 





Ahn2’s perspective that the conditions are given by the artist is more clearly shown 
among the viewer-participants in Park’s case. According to Park2 and Park3, the artist is the one 
who sets up the rules and provides the frame, while the viewers are the ones who perform under 
the frame the artist made and also under the general expectations of the artist. Park3 said that 
there was no space for viewers’ improvisation in Park’s work, and thus the viewer plays a given 
role. Park1 also described that the work looks autonomous, but there are rules and setups to 
follow with a certain level of control.  
Different Types of Relationships  
Not all three artworks studied necessarily set their goals to build human-to-human 
interaction, relationships, or conflicts, which Bourriaud (1998/2002) and Bishop (2004) pose as 
characteristics of relational art and relational antagonism. Instead, there are different directions 
that go along with the intention of each artist.  
For Koh, not necessarily the relationship between participants, but the personal human-
to-human interaction between the artist and each participant, is an important consideration in his 
work, which meets best with the characteristics of relational art. In the end, what Koh wanted to 
achieve through his project is to have people realize their power of creation and understand how 
one influences the other and vice versa. For him, as the personal bond and building a relationship 
is an essential element for creation, his position is rather close to the ones of Bourriaud 
(1998/2002) and Kester (2006, 2011), who place more value on the aspects of conviviality and 
highlight the positive sides of community.  
Differently from Koh, whose work is integrated into the human-to-human relationship 
between artist and individual participant, for Ahn and Park, the personal relationship between 





such a relationship. Instead, the relationship between artworks and participants is more important 
in Park and Ahn’s cases.   
In this regard, different from Koh’s case, where the specific individual is vital in the 
direction and approach of the works, in Ahn and Park’s cases, the viewer can be a substitute for 
anyone. A specific individual does not have to play a role in their works. Their pieces do not  
necessarily value the personal characteristics of each individual, but focus more on the viewers’ 
“beings.” Especially in Ahn’s work, no matter who the viewer is, the work reacts the same way. 
To activate the work, the work needs a viewer who can be anyone. Among the three cases 
studied, Ahn’s work is the case that has the most mechanical and simple way of engagement and 
interaction. The viewers automatically participate in the work even without knowing or realizing, 
which can evoke the feeling of antagonism from some viewers, as they are used to activate the 
works.  
Park’s case is similar to Ahn’s in terms of the mechanism of the work, in that the 
participant does not necessarily have to be a specific individual. However, differently from Ahn, 
in Park’s works there is more space for viewers to choose and make decisions in how they 
experience the works. While in Ahn’s work, there are only two option for viewers—getting close 
to the work or not—in Park’s case, there are more options for viewers through the whole process 
of the experience, such as where to look and where to stop. 
The positions the artists take trigger and reveal the power structures between artists and 
viewer-participants. In Ahn’s case, she said that she positions herself as an outsider who steps 
out and observes what viewers do on the stage, while Park explained his position as one of the 
viewers who is on the stage. Although Park said that he positions himself as one of the insiders 





experiences, since viewer-participants of his works were clearly aware of the different positions 
between themselves and the artist, and consider the artist to be one who stands outside and has 
control over their experiences, since the rules are imposed and designed by the artist. On the 
other hand, as discussed, since viewer-participants in Park’s work were aware of the 
instructions/rules imposed by the artist prior to their experiences, they had more space to decide 
whether they would follow the artist’s (Park’s) rules or not. In this sense, the level of 
instrumentalization of viewer-participants in Ahn’s work has a more controlling power structure 
compared to Park’s. 
At the same time, Ahn was very aware of her power over viewers and chose to take the 
role of controlling the environment. Interestingly, with this affirmed position by the artist, Ahn’s 
viewer-participants showed different kinds of reflections and reactions on their experiences in 
her work. Ahn1 took the experience as interesting and new, Ahn2 took it as an aggressive gesture 
which made the viewer a device to complete the work, and Ahn3 did not recognize its interactive 
mechanism. More specifically, Ahn2 expressed a certain uncomfortableness that there was no 
space for him to make changes to the works, instead he was used as part of the artist’s plan.  
Similarly, it seems all three viewer-participants of Park’s case were aware of the given 
structures and rules—whether implicitly or explicitly—and the roles they played were controlled, 
pre-designed, and intended by the artist. The difference between Ahn2 and viewer-participants in 
Park’s show, however, is that while Park1, Park2, and Park3 agreed and accepted the given rules 
prior to their experiences, Ahn2 discovered the mechanism after his experience.  
It is interesting to see how the experiences of viewer-participants are in accordance with 
or discordant with the role the artists envisioned in their works, which can be seen through the 





the experiences of viewer-participants in Ahns’ case are in accordance while Park’s are not. In 
the case of Koh, his role was first set as one who provided mere labor, but throughout the 
projects, he became more than a collaborator; according to viewer-participants, he played the 
role of a producer, which also shows a discordance between what is intended and what is 
executed.  
These discrepancies and dissonances between the artists’ positions and the actual 
executions of the works create interesting power dynamics that reveal the power that functions 
between care and control; the way to make viewers realize and experience their roles and powers 
as participants who can contribute or design to contribute to the works.  
Power Dynamic: Care and Control 
 As I suggest above, the power mechanisms of PA practices can be dissected into two 
contradictory characteristics; its ideal initiation would be based on the idea of care, through ideas 
such as cultivation and agency through emancipation (Bishop, 2004; Ranciére & Oliver, 2008; 
Ruitenberg, 2011). At the same time, as my analysis has shown, these ideas can function in terms 
of manipulation and instrumentalization. Also, as participation is the key idea of PA, it is notable 
to see what aspects of the execution of PA practices would carry the democratic aspects, such as 
accommodating equality, supporting free will, and fomenting dissensus. With the idea of how 
power operated between care and control, I also tried to examine the possibilities of whether the 





 Cultivation and/or Manipulation: Agency and/or Instrumentalization 
Each case has different ways the artists deal with the power they hold as an artist. In this 
study, I distinguish these different power mechanisms, based on the idea of Foucauldian power, 
into two: cultivation and manipulation. This contradictory mechanism of power is found in PA 
practices, according to Bishop (2006), it is a pre-designated power system that plays with 
democratic ideas, such as participation and free will, and going further, free will for 
participation.  
It is interesting to see how either an artist’s or viewer’s awareness of the artist’s “power 
over'' can generate the tension which Bishop (2004) analyzed as a characteristic of relational 
antagonism, as it reveals the power hierarchy between the artist and viewers. The tension of 
power mechanism not only originates from the artist-viewer power relation but also the matter of 
who is in the position of controlling and setting up the rules (the artist in the case of this study) 
and who is in the position of following what is given to them (viewers). This is the structure 
within which the contradictory mechanisms of care and control work.  
Since the studied cases have a certain level of cultivation (care) of viewers, as they invite 
viewers to be part of creative experiences and/or at least give them interactive roles to play, as 
the pieces have participatory/interactive/collaborative characteristics. At the same time, the data 
showed that all three cases have certain aspects of instrumentalization (control), such as Ahn’s 
while some of them, especially Koh's project, aimed for agency at different levels, especially 
based on the experiences of viewers and the intentions of the artists. More specifically, the 
purpose of Koh’s project is closer to creating agency for participants, as his initial focus was to 
“realize the ideas” the participants had. On the other hand, in Ahn’s work, viewers were closer to 
the instrument, as they functioned as devices to trigger the reactions of the works, no matter what 





did not recognize that the work was interactive/participatory, were aware of the power 
mechanisms and conditions given to them. In Park’s work, although what the artist intended was 
close to agency, as he wanted viewers make decisions on their own, the results differed. 
According to viewer-participants’ experiences, they followed the implicit and explicit rules and 
instructions given by the artist and the art system, in that they agreed on the power mechanisms 
of instrumentalization. In a similar sense, Koh’s viewer-participants were also aware that the 
power given to them to proceed with the project was given by the artist.  
In Koh’s case there were specific goals for each project, but the big picture and the very 
first goal of the project, questioning the role of an artist and letting people realize their power of 
creation, was initially directed by the artist. Also, Koh directed viewers’ projects to build “more 
desirable kinds of human interaction,” so Koh was advocating for relational art by eliminating 
the negative possibilities the works might bring up (Ruitenberg, 2001, p. 214).  
As seen from the cases, whether it is intended or not, the works are not free from the 
power mechanisms, as far as there are distinctions between the artist, who creates and imposes 
the setup, and the viewers, who accept these setups for their experience.   
Systems and Mechanisms 
It is notable that art systems deeply influence and embed themselves in the experiences of 
both artists and viewers. While art systems can function as a supportive infrastructure for art 
creation and presentation, at the same time, they often work as limitations. The functionalities 
and roles of art systems resemble the mechanism of biopolitics. This administrative power 
functions in two ways, which can be contradictory: through care and control (Foucault, 





There are layers of power in the project Artlabor (2017-2018); the artist is the one who 
made the decision not to function as an artist, repositioning his role and the roles of his viewers. 
This mechanism clearly showed that he is the one who had the power to switch positions. It was 
partially because of the artist’s will and partially resulted from the art world system asking Koh 
to maintain his role as an artist. It was an art system that had the power to designate the very first 
and fundamental positions. Although Koh wanted to try to question that position by converting 
the given roles, the artist was not allowed to be free from the authority he was given since the 
project was made possible under a funding system from the art world. If he could work in 
different fields calling himself different titles, such as a service provider, his way of positioning 
himself would have been different. However, this was not the case in Artlabor (2017-2018).  
This power system from the art world also applied to his viewers. This was even true in 
the case of Koh3, although she positioned herself as an artist in the traveling avatar project, her 
relationship with Koh was still not an equal one. The art system works, in this case, as an 
inevitable condition for the artist and the participant, and at the same time it functions as 
institutions “based on assumptions of inequality” (Ruitenberg, 2008, para. 3). However, as 
discussed in the literature, equality itself is not evidence for democratic relationships because 
what is more important is the understanding of where this power is from and how it works. 
At the same time, the mechanisms of the art system in Koh’s work illuminate the power 
that exists in the art world, which Bishop (2004, 2006c, 2012) advocates for in the realization of 
the goal of art projects, exposing the power mechanisms of the system. In Koh’s project, 
although he aimed to question the art system, ironically, his project settled and hatched within 





shows how the system does not allow one to be outside of it. Agamben (1998) described this as 
being excluded, as bare life, and as death.  
On the other hand, Ahn also mentioned the official approval from the art field as a 
motivation to keep her art creation, although she was experiencing a dilemma of where to put 
more weight, either on her self-fulfillment or on official acknowledgment from the field (which 
will be further detailed in “Systems and Mechanisms” section). At the same time, Ahn’s work is 
the case which actively utilized the existing art system, which stipulates that the viewer is 
supposed to approach the work to appreciate it. Ahn used the physical distance the viewers are 
supposed to keep from the work of art (not too far yet not too close in order to see and appreciate 
the work) to activate her work. At the same time, the existence of viewers, who are essential to 
the interactive portion of Ahn’s work, is what the art system takes for granted. Her work plays 
both in the conventional art system and today’s conditions of the art system. Groys (2010) 
describes the conditions for today’s spectators as vita activa and vita contemplativa, which 
Arendt (1958) states, are not distinguishable, because once the viewer is in the space, they are 
not able to be an outsider who can merely spectate, but automatically function as activators who 
trigger and participate in the process of interactions within the work.  
The data also showed that “here and now”, the conditions of much contemporary art 
which are discussed by Groys (2010), are significant in both Park and Ahn’s works. The case of 
Park required more intensive presence because what Park designed for viewers to perform did 
not only involve physical attendance, but also exploring the space. While Ahn’s Object of 
Criticism (2016) technically functioned only with the physical attendance of audiences, since the 
viewers’ bodies were used as devices that triggered the light sensor. In this case, the distance 





environment was programmed to react according to viewers’ movements, and thus by being 
present at that moment, viewers automatically transformed into participants. Therefore, it 
showed that there are various levels of required and expected conditions for art viewers. Also, 
these conditions are closely related to the matters of what kinds of positions the artist pursues in 
terms of their relationship with viewers.  
In summation, art systems—institutional conditions—influence artists and also make 
artists think about how to build relationships with viewers through their works. The artist, on the 
other hand, creates or designs the forms, rules, and pre-consigned systems for viewers. Even if 
the artist creates the rules with the viewers throughout the process of creation, the artists are still 
the ones who first initiate the process, propose the ideas, or accommodate the situation, as well 
as choose to work within the art system. Viewers are the basic setup for artists, as well as the art 
systems. Art systems exist to accommodate viewers, and artists create the work of art 
considering the existence of the viewers in order to communicate, embody, and/or express their 
messages, voices, and thoughts. They are organically interconnected, and their power 
mechanisms function on the tug-of-war playing between care and control, which functions as a 
coin with emancipation on one side and manipulation on the other.  
Reflection and Repositioning 
Reflective and Repositioning Practices: Being-meta and Position-shifting 
In this section, different positions the study participants took and played as artists and 
viewers will be revisited. Specifically, I will discuss how the switch and transformation of 
positions happen and the meanings of this position-shifting. Reflective practices that can be 





As can be seen from the previous section, art, especially the art that tries to reverse the 
traditional forms of art, such as emancipating viewers to be creators, is not free from institutional 
power. In fact, its special value may rely on what Bishop (2012) points out as “a double 
ontological status” (p. 284). Bishop states that as far as art is in the realm of art, it cannot be the 
social or political act itself; instead, it can function as a reflection or comments about what we 
believe or accept without critique (Bishop, 2012). Based on this position, art, when it comes to 
being a professional realm, can function as a meta-practice and meta-politics. It might not have 
to be life. As far as it is called art, it cannot be either life or politics itself, as Bishop claims that 
art is an event in the world, but at the same time it is taken to different levels as it becomes art. It 
would confirm that the role of art would let us see and experience things from the position of 
“being-meta,” which is the capacity to look at one’s position, condition, situation, and role with a 
reflective perspective. 
If the viewers are positioned as outsiders in the conventional and traditional notions of 
art, the viewers in PA practices are positioned as insiders as they participate. Being-meta is the 
practice of repositioning oneself as an outsider who can look at the self with the distance and 
reflectivity. If being-meta is the practice positioning oneself an outsider, position-shifting is the 
capacity to be flexible with positions and roles. It also lets viewers (potential participants) choose 
what stance and position to take instead of staying in the position they are given. In this sense, 
both being-meta and position-shifting are the practices of reflection and awareness.  
These reflective and repositioning practices are found in some of the cases of this study. 
Since the positions of viewers, especially when they participate in PA practices, are not static, 
but there are multiple positions throughout the procedure of before (expectation about the work), 





showed that their practice was to step out and gain the distance to reflect and thus empower 
themselves. For example, Koh1 and Koh3 stated that the experience of the project woke them up 
and let them feel that they can do more creation in the future, which showed that their reflection 
on their participatory experiences empowered them. On the other hand, Ahn2’s case 
demonstrates that the experience of being instrumentalized made him rethink the situation he 
was in and the conditions forced him to look at the situation critically. It happened because he 
was aware of the power mechanisms of the work; he distinguished what he could do with the 
work into two options—complete the work in the way the artist designed what viewers should do 
or completing it through the viewers’ understanding of the work. Ahn2’s experience can be 
understood as what Bishop (2004) explains as relational antagonism. As can be seen, although 
the cases of Koh1 and Koh3 are different from the case of Ahn2 in terms of the mechanisms of 
emancipation, both cases show the potential power of viewers to emancipate through the 
experience of the artwork.  
The cases of all three artists also showed that they practiced position-shifting, as 
discussed in the “Artists’ Perspectives on Their Positions” section. They position themselves as 
viewers throughout the process or after making artworks to see whether their works make sense 
to them and the viewers. The cases of some viewer-participants, which I will explain later in this 
section, also show that they are aware of their positions and roles (being-meta) as well as the 
changes in those roles (position-shifting). These reflective and repositioning practices would 
allow artists and viewers to be aware of and reflect the given conditions, as well as realize their 
(potential) power to reposition themselves.  
Being-meta and position-shifting can happen through being with others at the moment of 





moments/thoughts through a means of communication such as posting on social networks or 
conversation with others before/after the participation. Besides these cases, the practices can be 
applied to the cases where artists and viewers have a space to reflect their positions, as they can 
switch their positions and thus see any differences in conditions and situations of art experiences. 
Being with Others: Seeing and Being Seen 
Being with others in PA practices has several dimensions that lead viewers to undergo the 
reflective practices that can foment dissensus; not only with others but also within the self. First, 
viewers can experience the works without doing the action by themselves. By looking at what 
others’ are doing and how the works can be experienced through this, indirect experiences 
without direct interaction/participation/collaboration are possible. Second, being with others 
makes one conscious of what one is doing and triggering. Seeing others can make one think and 
reflect on what one’s behavior would look like or how it might influence others and the works, 
which may let one behave in a way that is similar or dissimilar from others. Third, being with 
others can foment potential dissensus, as it not only provides the possibilities to reflect with the 
self (being-meta), but also allows one to be aware of the different possibilities that function as a 
seed for dissensus. Although in this section I categorized ideas of being with others into three; 
(1) indirect experiences – as references, (2) self-awareness of one’s role/position – being-meta, 
and (3) awareness of different ways of experiencing – potential dissensus, these three ideas are 
all interconnected.  
Indirect experiences – as references. Being with others allows viewers to experience 
the works without direct interaction/participation/collaboration, since watching what others are 
doing can allow viewers to have indirect experiences of the works. In this case, others are the 





In both Ahn and Park’s cases, the other viewers in the space can observe what other 
viewers do with the works, and at the same time what the viewer-participants can do with the 
works. The existence of others can be the reference for what to do or not to do. For example, 
Park1 stated that her companions affected her decisions about how to see the work. In this case, 
it can function as a seed to think about different possibilities for what to do or what not to do. 
This is, in a way, related to the motivation of the art creation, providing diverse viewpoints and 
experiences through seeing others.  
Self-awareness of one’s role/position – being-meta. Through looking at and becoming 
aware of others and what others are doing, viewers can gain self-awareness of their role/position 
as viewers. With this seeing and being seen, viewers can have the chance to practice being-meta. 
With this idea of being-meta through being with others (in the case of Koh, between artist 
and participants as well as among participants, while in the cases of Ahn and Park, between 
participants), the existence of other viewers can be considered in different ways. Separate from 
Koh’s case, which valued the personal relationship between the artist and each viewer, Park and 
Ahn’s cases did not necessarily highlight the relationship between the artist and participant. 
However, while the relationship valued in Koh’s project is limited to the connections between 
the artist and each individual viewer, in Ahn and Park’s cases, there is a space and possibility to 
have other viewers included in one’s experience in the work, and thus the relationship among 
viewers can potentially be created.  
In my reflection about my experience as a viewer, I remember that the other viewers in 
Park’s work were one of the impressive elements of experiencing his work that induced me to 
explore the work from different points of view, as I perceived them not only as viewers but also 





which can also be related to the practice of position-shifting. It would be different if the viewer is 
aware or not aware of the aspect that what he/she does can be perceived as performance. If the 
viewer is aware of that, it would be a stimulus for reflective practices, since he/she perceives 
what he/she is doing and thus can be open to more autonomous gestures, as one can choose what 
to do with free will rather than just performing what one is expected to do. In Ahn’s case, I can 
also easily imagine that if there were other viewers in the space, their movements would have 
brought different experiences for me, since their movement would have also influenced my 
experience of the work.  
In these two cases, the mechanisms of being in the space with others create interesting 
layers; I can be positioned either as a spectator who looks at others’ participation or as an 
actor/performer who participates, interacts, and triggers the works and is seen by others. It 
creates the space to see one’s position from different perspectives, which makes a space for 
being-meta and thus one can perceive oneself not only from the inside, but also from the outside 
looking in. By being seen, viewers can realize that they are also not free from the gaze of others 
and thus they are potential actors to other viewers. The presence and gazes of others let viewers 
see themselves differently, as these make them be conscious of their own presences and roles in 
the works. It can function as a stimulus for viewers to realize that their roles are potentially pre-
designed. This being-meta practice through the experience of seeing others and being seen by 
others can be understood and related to the strategy to stimulate dissensus, which Berger (1972) 
explains as a way of being aware of one’s positions through others’ gazes. Kester (2013) also 
talks about the importance of other coparticipants in triggering dissensus, the explanation of 





Awareness of different ways of experiencing – potential dissensus. Being with others 
also allows viewers to realize that there can be different ways of experiencing and participating 
in the works. It creates tension that there is no one fixed way to experience works, and introduces 
the thought that viewers can do something out of the artists’ expectation and/or intention.  
As discussed in the “Common Motivations and Goals” section, the appreciation for 
diverse experiences and reactions by viewers can be related to the idea of dissensus, which 
Mouffe (2001, 2007) suggests as evidence of democratic practice. In addition, according to 
Bishop (2004), Berger (1972), and Kester (2013), the gaze from others and the presence of others 
as coparticipants can trigger the space for dissensus. If there are certain roles/positions expected 
of viewers, that could be understood as a type of sovereign power where only consensus is 
accepted. However, through the experiences of being with others and position-shifting, viewers 
can be aware of different possibilities that can function as seeds for dissensus through “mak[ing] 
visible what the dominant consensus tends to obscure and obliterate,” which Mouffe (2007, p. 4) 
pointed to as a characteristic of critical art. 
Although in the cases of the three artists, none of them initially planned to directly 
accommodate the space for dissensus among participants in their works of art, their approach and 
motivation provided the base for dissensus. For example, Park’s case shows that the artist is open 
to unexpected reactions from viewers and generous about letting it happen. He wants viewers to 
have the experiences that can go beyond his expectations and intentions. 
In Koh’s case, there are two possible ways to trigger dissensus through others; (1) 
between artist and viewer-participant, both as co-creators through the process of each project and 
(2) among viewers/viewer-participants when the outcomes of projects are exhibited together. In 





process of each project and through dialogue, which Kester (2013) emphasized, is the means to 
communicate and consolidate and/or foment the dissensus. While in case (2) among 
viewers/viewer-participants when the outcomes of projects are exhibited together there is a more 
nuanced and indirect way of accommodating dissensus through looking at how and what others 
have done during the project and their different approaches.  
The awareness of different approaches can create tension, which can work in many 
different ways. It can be embarrassed and/or excited; as Park stated about the viewer who 
unexpectedly turned off the gallery light, “At first, I was not happy with the viewers who turned 
off the light…I found that is more interesting in terms of participation.” This kind of approach 
can expand the horizon of art experiences, as well as let one to be more creative with making 
decisions on how experience the works rather than perform the one expected role. It is a way of 
breaking the rules of what is given and expected and of making different approaches, and when 
going further, dissensus becomes possible.  
In addition, the communication with others before/during/after the experience (not 
necessarily in the gallery) can function as a venue for awareness of different ways of 
experiencing and understanding the works. For example, the interviews with artists and viewers 
influenced my understanding of the artworks. Sometimes my thoughts about the works changed 
through the interviews, as well as let me have different insights into the works from others’ 
perspectives. This can also happen through the communication on social networks, in which Park 
took the posts about his show on Instagram as feedback from viewers, which let him realize 
different approaches for experiencing his work. Also,  one’s companions can influence how to 
experience the work. For example, Park1 recalled that her decision of what to see and how to 





her critical conversation with her companions about the condition of the gallery space. These 
cases insinuate the potential of conversation as a trigger for further reflective practices and 
helping viewers open up to different perspectives. 
Multiple Positions: Relating to the Real Life 
As discussed, if being-meta can be understood as a way of stepping out and seeing things 
with the distance which art critics usually do, position-shifting can be explained in that 
artists/viewers are not sticking to one position, but being flexible with their positions and roles. 
Besides being seen and seeing, it seemed that some of the positions the viewer-participants took 
were related to their careers. As reviewed in “Artists’ Perspectives on Their Positions,” artists 
take multiple positions throughout and after art creation. Similar to the multiple positioning of 
the artists, in cases where the viewer-participants identified themselves as professional artists 
(Ahn3, Park1, Park2, and Park3), they naturally showed dual positions as both artists and 
viewers, which made them reflect on their own practices through the experiences of the works 
and/or see the works from the position of an artist. For example, Park3 positioned himself not 
only as a viewer, but also as a colleague of an artist and as a critic. This position made him see 
and experience the work from different perspectives with a critical eye. In the cases of Park1 and 
Park2, their experiences in Park’s work would include some levels of reflection both on the work 
and their creation of art. While Park1 and Park3 focused more on the ways ideas are embodied 
and executed in the form of installation. Park2 took a lesson from the conditions of the gallery 
space where the show was presented. Another interesting case is Ahn3. She is also an artist like 
Park1, Park2, and Park3, however, the way she carried out Ahn's work was different. She 
performed the role of a collector, as she purchased Ahn’s work in the hopes that it would 





needed for an artist to keep pursuing their career. This might come from her experiences as an 
artist.   
While the cases of viewer-participants whose careers as artists reflect the positions they 
have as artists, as modern art practices tend to emphasize the ability of self-reflection, the other 
cases also showed interesting reflective practices. For example, since Koh2 is a curator, she 
reflected back what Koh did in Artlabor (2017-2018) and thought it in relation to her career and 
role of a curator. According to Koh2, Koh’s role in Artlabor (2017-2018) had aspects of 
curation. However, if he used the clients as sources for his project, for curators in the real world, 
the aspects of creation within the role of a curator would be more emphasized. She also added 
that the relationship between artists and a curator would be different in the real world; the artists 
are subordinated to the power of a curator since the artists would not go into the gallery (art 
systems) without a curator. In Artlabor (2017-2018), on the other hand, the participants were not 
necessarily artists, and thus participating in the project itself was not significant for them, as they 
are not artists whose career life is related to the show experiences. This meets what Bishop 
(2012) describes as “double ontological status” (p. 284). What we experience in the artworks 
cannot be the same as what we experience in real life because art is under the specific power 
administered by art ideals, systems, and regimes. At the same time, although there is a gap 
between what we can do with art and what we can do in real life, art can be the place where we 
can question and practice the values we would like to try in the real world. Koh2 also said that 
although Koh’s role was not the same as that of a curator in the real world, she could learn from 
the journey of how Koh processed and undertook the project and could gain something from her 





from it, and this distance creates the space to learn through accommodating critical perspectives, 
as “being-meta” positions do.  
As can be seen from the cases, the practices of being-meta and position-shifting are not 
only limited to the cases of the viewer-participant whose career is an artist (Park1, Park2, and 
Park3). The reflection can be extended, applied, and related to the careers of the viewer (Koh2) 
and the viewer’s interests (Koh1 and Koh3). More specifically, Koh2, Park1, Park2, and Park3 
took the experience of the artwork and applied it to their own careers, as Koh2 reflected upon her 
role and position as a curator throughout her relationship with the artist, while Park1, Park2, and 
Park3 took the experience of the artworks as inspiration for their future art creation, as they 
considered the elements of the shows, such as the conditions of exhibitions and the points that 
could be improved. Through the transitions between these different positions, artists and viewers 
can realize, question, reflect, and ultimately criticize what conditions and roles are given to 











VI – IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE AND RESEARCH 
Introduction 
This research started from the question of how the power dynamic works in PA practices 
and what elements play the roles in the power mechanism, with a focus on the relations among 
artists, viewers, artworks, and art systems.  
The findings of this study confirm that the artist’s expectation/goal of the art creation and 
the implementation of the artworks can be in discordance in terms of their power execution. In 
this regard, the relationships between artists and viewers, as well as among artworks and 
viewers, are not free from the power relations which are associated with art systems. This study 
also confirms that the roles and positions of viewers and artists in PA practices are also attributed 
to power mechanisms.  
Through the findings of this study, I made points that emancipation does not necessarily 
happen through what is designed for PA experiences, but through the stimulation of the capacity 
to be aware and reflect on what is given for those PA experiences—the roles and positions. I 
discussed how the reflective/repositioning practices would be possible. Based on this, I will 
suggest how these reflective/repositioning practices can be meaningful, not only in art 
experiences, but also in other experiences that can resonate in one’s daily life. Also, I will make 
suggestion on how these practices could be related to emancipation. After looking at the general 
implications for emancipation, I will suggest the implications for the practitioners including 
artists, viewers, and artist educators. Also, at the end of this section, I will share suggestions for 





The Power to Enact Emancipation 
In the cases studied, the relations were distinguished into two: human-to-human relation 
and power relation. It demonstrates that the power dynamics do not necessarily function through 
human-to-human interaction. More specifically, the relations with art systems are not necessarily 
human-to-human relations; but they create indirect and invisible power relations between the 
artist and viewers, and/or among participants. In the study, the power relations with art systems 
were most distinguishable; the power relations between the artist and viewers were strongly 
originated from and influenced by the art systems. This shows and confirms that the system is 
something that holds and distributes the power that influences the positions and roles of entities, 
including artists and viewers. It also shows that the works are still not free from the conventional 
art system, where the art world and artist hold more power over viewers, as they set the rules for 
the viewers’ art experiences and appreciation.  
However, at the same time, the study showed that the viewer-participants can be aware 
of this systemic power; which means that they are not helplessly positioned as passive receivers. 
Instead, they can decide what to do at several levels. Some viewer-participants think they are not 
forced to do a certain thing because they can choose what to do—whether they should participate 
in the works or not, or even if they want to go and see the works or not. This is, according to 
viewer-participants, the consent they give that whatever happens through the experiences of the 
works, they’ve made the choice to have those experiences. This shows that they are not only 
aware of but also accept what is given to them. Even though the power has a top-down dynamic, 
the viewers can have the power to choose whether to be part of the power relations or not. In this 
sense, the power relations are not one-way, which is top-down. It is interesting that this power 





space to choose. In other words, it provides the chance for the viewers to see their power to make 
decisions and also be responsible for what they choose and accept. According to Koh3, the 
participants of her traveling avatar project made choices on how to take photos, which she 
considered artistic choices. Her perspective about making decisions and giving meaning as art is 
a valuable insight into how the viewers/participants can be empowered and emancipated through 
their power. Although it might not happen all the time through art experiences, this includes the 
mechanisms of emancipation, which implies that art would already accommodate viewers to 
have emancipatory practices by being art, which also implies the role and function of art.  
The literature and data demonstrated that the transition of viewer’s positions from passive 
viewers to active participants is not free from the power mechanism on which PA is based. At 
the same time, the data also illustrates that there are different kinds of transitions in participants’ 
positions and roles which work on the levels of being-meta and position-shifting. These 
reflective practices, being-meta and position-shifting, show the potential of the ability for artists 
and viewers to transmit their art experiences into other daily experiences and situations.  
However, it does not mean that the participants have to be active. As Ranciére says, 
passivity is not something we have to transform into activity because passivity itself is already an 
action. We have to remind ourselves that neither passivity nor activeness have priority, as far as 
we understand passivity as an action. Park1, Park2, Park3 accepted the given conditions with 
awareness of what decisions they made, and can be seen as examples that passivity can be 
chosen. With the reflective practices of being-meta and position-shifting, being aware of one’s 





Implication for Emancipatory Practices 
Even for active performers and participants, their roles might be given and expected of 
them rather than chosen by them. The question is then, how can the participant play with these 
impositions and practice repositioning?  
According to Groys (1999), viewers today cannot be onlookers (being outside) because 
the condition of being “here and now” is imposed on them. However, if the viewers realize their 
power of repositioning, they can locate the self on the outside and look in and be aware of the 
imposed and pre-designed roles. Instead of remaining inside (which is the given condition in PA 
practices), having a distance allows them realize, question, reflect, and criticize the given 
conditions. It would let them have the space for questioning the given conditions. This could be 
the base for the reflection on the situations and the transmission of one’s power, not necessarily 
under the expectations of the system, but in a way that can be meaningful for each individual. PA 
experiences can function in a way that accommodates being-meta and position-shifting through 
the experience of being with others. This reflective practice, having a distance and being flexible, 
can happen in multiple layers.  
For example, Park3 put himself at a distance from the work, which let him see the work 
and the artist and give a critique. Other viewers, which Park mentioned, who posted their 
experiences on social media with the photos they took, were translating and recreating the 
images and experiences in their ways and sharing them with others. These can be today's version 
of the practices of Ranciére's emancipation since they create new contexts, not only taking and 
posting, but also sharing their own perspectives on the work and the experience and are thus 
open to the possibilities of interpreting the works, as well as communicating that message with 





space to explore the new possibilities of experiences, there are several ways one can play with 
given situations and it can be a starting point for generating one’s translation and meanings. 
Further, the works can be shared and translated in different ways, as can be seen in social media 
posts. This, in turn, allows the participants of art experiences to realize and understand what is 
behind the power they are given, which would lead them to what Ranciére describes as 
emancipation. When they can position themselves outside and be able to experience and see both 
sides, their power of translation and interpretation will evolve into the power of creation. It might 
not happen instantaneously during the moment one is experiencing art. It can be achieved 
through the interconnection with other experiences before, during, and after. This study shows 
that emancipation could happen in more comprehensive ways throughout time, interaction with 
others, and the process of making decisions. Although it would not be applied to all cases of 
viewer-participants, PA experiences are still open to the possibilities of these emancipatory 
practices, as viewers can reposition or be repositioned through the experiences of PA. These 
repositioning practices in PA resonate in daily life, and thus allow one to see, realize, reflect, 
question, and criticize the power systems that compose life.  
Implications for Practitioners 
As studied, empowerment and emancipation are not only the concern of art, but also an 
interest in education. In this study, if PA has requested viewers to be on the side of vita-activa, 
the capacity to step outside, enabling them to also be on the side of vita-contemplativa, would be 
the practice we may call emancipation for today’s viewers/audiences/participants. It is not only 
applicable to viewers, but also useful for artists, teachers, students, and further, the system of 





doing is already an action. Realization of this moment would be critical for students to acquire 
the power they already have. Based on this idea, this study suggests that emancipation could 
happen when one can create a distance between in (acting) and out (spectating), which is the 
power to be able to detach the self from the given conditions and thus be able to see the situation 
with a critical eye.   
This study is meaningful for practitioners, including artists, artist-educators, art viewers, 
as well as the people who work for the art world and art system because it deals with the power 
mechanisms associated with both art creation and art appreciation. It also implies attitudes to 
have toward the experiences and processes of creation and the appreciation of art.  
As discussed, distancing practices are closely associated with the ideas of being-meta and 
position-shifting, which are what this study found to be practices of emancipation that both 
artists and viewers can execute. These reflective practices can be the basis for the awareness of 
one’s roles, positions, given conditions, capacities to make decisions, and also the power to 
enact. With this regard, I made a few specific suggestions for practitioners.  
Artists  
Being aware of the power dynamics, where the power is from, and how the power works, 
would help artists to be more specific and concrete with their goal of art creation. Also, it would 
help them to set and design the relations with the viewers, artworks, and other entities in the art 
world and the system, whether coherently or not, depending on their choices and intentions. It 
would be an interesting try to actively utilize platforms such as social networks, where viewers 
can play their power as a way of participation. In this regard, it could be interesting to think of 





social media post by the participant can be also viewers of a new type of artistic 
documentation—as the artist can define its meanings and spectrums in varying ways.  
Viewers 
This study would also let viewers be aware of their power and thus influence their PA 
experiences, as they can be more conscious of their roles and positions in terms of their 
participation. It can lead them to the next stage of self-reflection through being-meta with their 
own experiences and thoughts. As discussed, this being-meta practice is usually what critics do; 
in this sense, viewers can hone their abilities to look at things with critical insights and thus gain 
more meaning through their art experiences. At the same time, they can have the open mind that 
they are not mere receivers but they have the power to create and play, as well as the freedom of 
to enact this power or not as they choose. It could be interesting if the viewers can apply their 
awareness and abilities to make decisions not only to art experiences, but also to non-art ones 
that they encounter in their daily lives.  
Artist-educators 
For artist-educators, emancipation would be an important key for their teaching, since 
their students, artists, are the ones who are not only attempting to implement the idea of 
emancipation through their practices, but also practicing emancipation by themselves through 
self-reflection. This self-reflection is closely associated with the idea of being-meta and position-
shifting, which are discussed in this study. Also, as this study suggests the importance of the 
understanding of the process of art creation and art appreciation from the perspective of politics, 





Although I suggested distinct implications for the artists, viewers, and artist-educators, 
these implications can be mutual for all practitioners, as well as applicable for the people 
working for the art world and the system. These self-reflective practices can be also applied to 
others, such as curators and gallery owners who work for the art systems and the art world. They 
can see what is conventionally given and figure out the expectations and assumptions viewers 
have prior to their art experiences, and then let them accommodate or break these 
expectations/assumptions for more interesting and meaningful art experiences. 
Implication for the Future Practices 
Although this study was not designed to reflect how the viewer-participants’ reflection on 
their position would occur through the interviews, the interviews I did with the artists and 
viewers functioned as a dialogue. The sort of conversation that the interview brought into being 
could be a meaningful method to accommodate viewers to look and examine their participation 
from the outside, as it provides the chance to reflect on what they did with the work, how they 
have thought about their experiences, and also how their thoughts and experiences can be 
confirmed and/or changed through the conversation with others. At the same time, if the dialogue 
among viewers can happen through the process of PA experiences, it would let participants 
realize the existence of different points of view and thus accommodate the space to foment 
dissensus. It could be an extension of PA practices that incorporate the stimulation of self-
awareness and reflection through the action of participation. 
This study also confirms that viewers today are not passive or static anymore. Instead, 





repositioning them as participants. However, they are still not free from the power relations 
which art systems have constructed.  
If the entities of conventional forms of art experiences are the art system, artist, artwork, 
and viewer, this study suggests that there are more layers in art practices today, as there are more 
platforms where the viewers can carry out their power to distribute. Social networks can be one 
of these platforms. With this, if the viewers in the past were receivers, not creators, the viewers 
of today can enact their power as creators by reproducing their moments with and experiences of 
the artworks by using platforms such as social networks.  
It also extended the spectrum of others; it’s not only the other viewers who are in the 
same physical moments of art experiences or who share the memories of the works at a different 
time, but also others who are not necessarily in the same physical space and time, which could be 
possible through the utilization of social media platforms. It implies that art today has more 
elements to play with power—which is not necessarily distributed by the system in a 
conventional manner. Even the individual viewer can be the one who can distribute the power. 
The utilization of such platforms and layers add another dimension to the distribution of power 
as well as let viewers to enact their power through this new addition.   
Implications for the Further Study 
The original plan for this study was to execute on the spot observations and interviews 
with the participants. However, due to Covid-19, the data instead relies on the memories of 
participants, and my observations were limited to my past memories. If the situation allows, a 





Through the process of data collection and analysis, I also realized that the data collection 
process, and the interviews with the artists and viewers, could work as a way to let participants 
distance themselves from their experiences, which could also provide them with the 
opportunities to reflect as well as re-think what they experienced in the past. This could also 
accommodate and invoke the mechanisms of how one’s experiences can be changed before, 
during, and after the experience of art. Thus, the data collection process itself could be utilized as 
a part of the process to practice and examine being-meta and position-shifting. If data can be 
collected through the form of provoking their thinking on what is given and what is chosen, the 
research process can function to stimulate participants’ reflective practices. For example, it 
would be interesting to design the research while keeping in mind that the data collection—
conversations or/and interviews—can promote the participants’ ways of looking at and 
examining their participation from outside through distancing and reflecting upon their 
experiences. In this case, the study can be designed with the awareness that the researcher’s 
exchanges with participants can be part of their reflective practices, which work similarly to the 
mechanisms of PA practices—participation in research instead of art.  
Also, this study implies the possibility of the usage of new platforms the viewers can use 
to practice emancipation. Using means like social networks, viewers can utilize, express, share, 
and going further, re-create their thoughts and perspectives about their art experiences. It would 
be interesting to consider these possibilities into the research as a part of emancipatory practices, 
and incorporate it into the research design.   
Lastly, this study can be extended to the research starting with these questions; if it is 
possible to trace the changes of the artist’s and viewer’s changes in perspective through their 





would their reflection affect their ways of understanding their positions and roles? How do all 
these relationships work within the power discourses?  
Conclusion 
 We are enduring the era of a pandemic. To survive and stay safe from the dangers of 
disease and death, we are putting in enormous energies and efforts. This is still ongoing, 
however, even after we overcome this time, we cannot guarantee that the future will be safe. In 
this uncertain time, what do we need and how shall we behave? More specifically, what would 
be the role of art, the artist, and education?  
 In this era, it would be specifically beneficial to understand how both social and 
biological systems work and how we comprehend the relationship between life and power—
whether in a negative way as Agamben did or in a positive way as Esposito suggested. In this 
regard, I tried to investigate the phenomena of art today, using the lens of biopolitics to question 
the conditions and roles of PA. Whether the power mechanisms of artworks would work to 
control the conditions of our art experiences or provide the care to empower us, as far as we 
realize the capacity of our decision-making and reflection, the experiences of art creation and 
appreciation are meaningful for our understanding of the conditions of today’s society. I hope 
this study may contribute to the assorted perspectives which shed light on the thoughts of how 
we shall behave through the practice of reflection on what one can do as an artist and as an 
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